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ABSTRACT
The purpose o f the study was to determine communication patterns and 
effectiveness as perceived by specialists and agents o f  the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service, and relate communication effectiveness with selected demographic 
characteristics. A qualitative component o f the study focused on personal communication 
experiences o f the faculty.
A total o f 210 agents and 106 specialists participated in the study. The survey 
instrument was validated by an expert panel and administered via a web site with an 
initial electronic mail contact and personal and electronic mail follow-ups.
From a choice o f 11 different methods o f communication, specialists and agents 
used email and telephone the most to send and receive information among and between 
themselves.
Perceived effectiveness o f communication was determined by factor analyzing a 
set o f 49 statements on a 7-point Likert type agreement-disagreement scale. Five sub­
scale factors were identified accounting for 54.3% o f the variation in perceived 
communication effectiveness. Analysis of the sub-scale factors and demographic 
characteristics revealed statistically significant relationships.
Agents who were older, male, and had a smaller 4-H assignment perceived 
Communication with Immediate Supervisors to be more effective than their respective 
counterparts. Agents and specialists with more tenure, and older specialists perceived 
Communication Interactions to be more effective than their respective counterparts.
Black agents and specialists perceived Statewide Communication as more effective than
xi
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their white counterparts. Agents who were black, older, had more tenure, and large 
Agriculture and Natural Resources assignment, as well as b lack , and older specialists 
perceived Program Planning and Reporting as more effective than their respective 
counterparts.
Agents and specialists with a larger 4-H assignment and specialists with larger 
administrative assignment perceived Communication Interactions as less effective than 
their respective counterparts. Agents with larger 4-H assignments perceived 
Communications with Immediate Supervisor, Statewide Communications, and Program 
Planning as less effective than their counterparts.
Some communication issues expressed by the faculty related to program planning and 
coordination, cooperation, mutual respect, and open communication. It is recommended 
that the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service address these issues within the 
organization.
xii
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Communication dominates organizational life. Communication is the essence of 
an organization, the binding element that keeps the various segments together. Organized 
activity does not happen without communication. Communication gives organizational 
structures the means to develop, coordinate, and achieve common goals (Myers, 1982). 
Katz and Kahn (1978), for example, contend that communication-the exchange of 
information and the transmission o f meaning-is the very essence o f a social system or an 
organization.
Buford, Bedeian and Lindner (1995) define communication as "the process of 
transmitting information and achieving understanding between two or more people" 
(Buford, Bedeian, & Lindner, 1995, p. 271).
Historically, the classical school o f organizational theory virtually ignored 
communication as an element when studying human behavior in organizations. These 
theories o f scientific management spearheaded by Frederick Taylor (1911, 1947) ignored 
the role o f informal communication. The fact that workers talked to one another on the 
job and that work groups interpreted instructions in unintended ways, did not receive 
attention, when in fact, independent decisions were frequently made by these groups to 
maintain low production standards (Myers, 1982).
Bennis (1993) strongly criticized the bureaucratic model o f organization structure 
which ignores or misunderstands communication factors. One o f his criticisms was that 
communication among peers is almost nonexistent (Bennis, 1993).
1
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Barnard (1938,1968) believed that an organization’s communication system 
would be the means for developing cooperation and that authority came from the bottom 
up. Barnard’s theory o f  acceptance contends that subordinates decide whether an order is 
legitimate and whether to reject or accept it (Myers, 1982).
Henri Fayol, an early administrative theorist, paid some attention to 
communication processes, but Fayol (1984) viewed the role o f communication much like 
the bureaucratic model, focused on vertical communication with no mention o f informal 
communication. Barnard (1968) first asserted that the existence o f a formal structure did 
not guarantee compliance of workers with vertical communication. These assertions 
paved the way to realize the impact o f human factors in organizations (Myers, 1982).
Mayo (1960), who conducted the Hawthorne studies in the mid-1920's, 
questioned the basic assumptions o f the classical school regarding human behavior in 
organizations. From these studies it became clear that workers followed a rate o f 
production set by themselves as a group, not a rate set by supervisors or other experts. 
Informal communication motivated the work groups. The central idea of the human 
relations movement was informal communication in peer groups with immediate 
supervisors. The Hawthorne studies reveled that just talking and listening by an 
understanding person was beneficial to the workers. The notion o f participative 
management was stumbled upon by researchers through the interview process with 
workers (Myers, 1982).
Likert (1961) pioneered methods to measure human variables within 
organizations. Likert focused on communication concerns, and in differentiating between
2
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effective and ineffective organizations. The communication aspects o f  organizational 
behavior provide much of the basis for his analysis of leadership and management style. 
From his research, Likert (1967) highlighted the central role that communication plays. 
Likert viewed communication as basic teamwork, interaction, and influence within the 
organization.
Katz and Kahn (1978) applied general systems theory to the study o f social 
organizations. They suggested an open system theory which makes communication take 
a central role and incorporates extensive use o f  boundaries to relate to the environment. 
Ludwig von Bertalanfiy’s systems school theory, which states that the whole is greater 
than the stun o f  the parts, highlights communication as having the essential role o f 
moving the parts together for the task (Myers, 1982).
Myers (1982) contends that organizations exist primarily because certain goals 
can be achieved only through the joint efforts and actions o f groups o f people, and that 
communication enables people to organize. It enables people to coordinate their 
activities to accomplish common objectives, but communication means more than a mere 
transmission o f information or transfer o f meaning. Management and organizational 
behavior literature view communication as one o f  the processes taking place in 
organizations (Myers, 1982).
The importance o f information processes to organizational functioning does not 
imply, however, a simple relationship between the amount o f communication and 
organizational effectiveness. Thus, every organization must address the problem o f what 
pattern o f communication it will institute and what information will go to what offices
3
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within the organization (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Organizational communication may be 
described as the exchange of information between units. This allows the organization to 
function in a compatible and coordinated fashion. Thus, goals may be accomplished 
(Goldhaber & Bamett, 1988).
The basis for teamwork, interaction, and influence throughout the organization 
revolves around communication. Development o f a structure is driven by 
communication. Parts o f the organization influence other parts through communication. 
Decision-making and goal setting require communication. Human resources are the 
greatest force within organizations. Communication impacts performance of personnel 
and organizational effectiveness (Myers, 1982).
A variety o f factors may cause poor communication in  organizations. 
Communication barriers common to most organizations include: (I) intrapersonal factors, 
including selective perception and individual differences in communication ; (2) 
interpersonal factors such as climate, trust, and credibility influencing relationships 
between individuals; (3) structural factors, including status, serial transmission, and group 
size (Buford et al., 1995).
Communication in the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
The Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) exists to disseminate 
research-based information to help individuals improve their lives. LCES professionals 
must communicate with one another in order to fulfill the mission. These professionals 
include subject matter specialists and agents who serve as faculty o f the LCES, the 
educational outreach component o f the Louisiana State University Agricultural Center.
4
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Communication among Extension professionals occurs in many forms, both oral 
and written. Increasingly, Extension professionals rely on computers and other electronic 
technology to improve communication both with clientele and with coworkers 
(Goldhaber & Barnett, 1988).
Communication serves as a vital and fundamental process in Extension.
Extension professionals have to be effective communicators to deliver successful 
education programs to clientele. Equally important is the communication taking place 
among Extension professionals as they interact with one another to design and implement 
these educational programs.
Internal communication must be effective for the success o f any organization. 
Where Extension offices are separated by great distances, the flow o f  information can be 
particularly challenging. Distance, time demands, program autonomy, and limited face- 
to-face interaction in an Extension system can lead to communication breakdowns. 
Communication breakdowns mean lost time, inefficiency, destructive rumors, 
dissatisfaction, and conflict (Weigel, 1994).
According to Buford et al. (1995), Extension managers should be concerned with 
organizational communication for several reasons:
• Communication is essential for coordination of activities among individuals.
•  Formulation and implementation o f plans demand effective organizational 
communication.
• Managers rely on communication that is clear and persuasive to motivate 
subordinates, peers, and superiors.
5
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•  Communication is necessary for introducing change, an aspect o f  all organizations.
•  Improved managerial performance can result from an understanding o f the 
communication process and communication barriers.
• Effective external relations require communication with clientele, legislators, state 
and local government officials, suppliers, and local community representatives. 
Extension could not exist without the support o f  these stakeholders.
•  Communication between and among specialists and field agents in the LCES 
impacts the effectiveness o f  the organization. Success relies on the internal 
information exchange process that occurs between these groups o f  individuals who 
are separated from one another by considerable distances.
Dissemination o f  research-based information to clientele necessitates effective 
communication between and among specialists and field agents. This information 
transfer demands a coordinated effort by Extension personnel. For this to occur, the 
information design and structure must focus on effective communication (King, 1989).
Typically, specialists and agents are recruited and selected based on knowledge 
and experience in subject matter areas. This criterion basically excludes competencies in 
teaching methods or the design o f  educational programs. Extension’s main purpose o f 
education means that Extension professionals understand and apply education principles 
and practices, including effective communication.
Specialists are well versed and knowledgeable in their respective field o f 
concentration. However, this attribute may not predict how well the individual is able to 
get the information across to others.
6
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Likewise, agents may be well informed, but may not be effective in relaying 
knowledge and/or skills to others. O f particular concern for this study is the 
effectiveness of communication between and among Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
specialists and agents who are responsible for development, coordination, execution, and 
evaluation o f educational programs for clientele.
Statement o f the Problem
Communication within the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service is vital to 
its effective functioning as an educational system focused on needs and problems of 
people. Effective communication between and among agents and specialists would 
contribute to the success of educational programs.
Several factors influence effective communication, including personal 
preferences/biases, barriers, and backgrounds. How Extension professionals perceive 
they engage in communication will affect how they actually communicate and how 
effective that communication is.
Communication between and among agents and specialists, the key professional 
positions in the Extension system, can be studied in terms of observed patterns. This 
would provide information that would be useful in correcting deficiencies/problems and 
increasing overall communication effectiveness.
Significance of the Study
The results o f this study will provide an assessment o f the perceptions of 
professionals of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service regarding patterns and 
effectiveness o f communication within the organization. This information can lead to
7
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increased communication effectiveness and responsiveness o f specialists and agents, 
and enable the development of strategies for improved organizational communication.
Another significant outcome o f the study would be the knowledge gain regarding 
communication among Extension faculty. This could help build morale, reduce 
misunderstandings and conflicts, and enable Extension faculty to respond more quickly 
to public needs with effective communication. This is especially true in times o f great 
change and stress when Extension faculty need access to timely and accurate 
information (Weigel, 1994).
Purpose o f the Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine the perceptions of communication 
patterns and effectiveness of communication by Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service agents and specialists. Specific objectives guiding the study were:
1. Describe agents and specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service on 
the following demographic characteristics: years of service, age, gender, race, 
educational attainment, and program assignment.
2. Determine the patterns of communication among agents o f the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by agents.
3. Determine the patterns of communication among specialists o f the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by specialists.
4. Determine the patterns o f communication between agents and specialists o f the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by agents.
8
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5. Determine the patterns of communication between specialists and agents o f  the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by specialists.
6. Determine the effectiveness o f  communication as perceived by agents and specialists 
o f  the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
7. Determine if  relationships exist between reported frequency o f contacts and 
perceived communication effectiveness o f  specialists and agents.
8. Determine if  relationships exist in the perceived effectiveness o f communication 
among agents by the following selected demographic characteristics: years o f 
service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program assignment.
9. Determine if  relationships exist in the perceived effectiveness o f communication 
among specialists by the following selected demographic characteristics: years of 
service, age, gender, race, program area, educational attainment, and program 
assignment.
10. Describe effective personal communication experiences as reported by agents and 
specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
11 Describe ineffective personal communication experiences as reported by agents and 
specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
Definition o f  Terms
The following are operational definitions o f  selected terms as used in the study: 
Communication - the process o f transmitting a message from a sender to a receiver,
through a channel and with the interference o f  noise or the actual message or messages
sent and received; information exchange between individuals.
9
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Organizational communication - information exchanged within organization; 
"Organizational communication refers to the messages sent and received within the 
organization-within the organization’s formally structured and informally established 
groups. As the organization becomes larger and more complex, so do the 
communications" (Devito, 1986, p. 218).
Communication effectiveness - degree o f desired quality in shared information 
process and results; "Effective communication occurs when a sender transmits a 
message and a receiver responds to the message in a manner which satisfies the sender" 
(Rocked, 1977, p. 22). Both economic returns and personal prestige are the rewards of 
effective communication for those individuals who practice it. Good communication is 
equally important to an organization and to the vitality o f a democratic society (Swanson 
& Marquardt, 1974).
Communication patterns -type o f path and frequency for transfer o f  shared 
information; "Every organization must solve the problem o f what pattern o f 
communication shall be instituted, what information shall be directed to what offices. 
One issue in establishing such a pattern is an information overload. There are limits to 
the amount o f communication that can be received, coded, and effectively handled by 
any individual" (Katz & Kahn, 1978, p. 471).
10
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Five main themes form the organization o f this literature review, namely 
communication, organizational communication, characteristics o f organizational 
communication, assessing organizational communication, and communication in 
Cooperative Extension. A summary of the information is also presented.
Communication
Communication derives from the Latin word communis, common. When we 
communicate, we are trying to establish a commonness with someone. In other words, 
we are attempting to share information, an attitude, or an idea. At least three elements are 
always required for communication: a source, a message, and a destination. The source 
encodes the message into a form that can be transmitted. A message, once coded and 
sent, becomes free of its sender and the sender has no power to change the message. The 
message must be decoded in order to complete the act o f communication. In the 
communication process, each person becomes both an encoder and a decoder. A human 
receiver must be able to understand a human sender, the receiver and the sender must be 
in tune. Feedback, the return process which plays an important role in communication, 
relays how messages are being interpreted (Devito, 1971, 1986; Diekman, 1979; King, 
1989; Salwen & Stacks, 1996).
Some authors include a fourth element o f communication: the way the message is 
transmitted (Oakley & Garforth, 1985). Since communication always passes through the 
portal o f perception, the way the message is transmitted becomes important. Festinger’s
11
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Theory o f  Cognitive Dissonance (1957) argues that what we perceive is not so much a 
function o f  what is, as a function o f what we need or want (Festinger, 1957; Thayer,
1947).
Communication that conveys empathy for the feelings and respect for the worth o f  
the listener becomes supportive and defense reductive. Messages that indicate that the 
speaker identifies himself with the listener’s problems, shares his feelings, and accepts his 
emotional reactions at face value, result in reassurance. Gestural behavioral cues in 
communication empathy are o f  value and worth being mentioned. Spontaneous facial 
and bodily evidences o f concern are interpreted by others as valid evidence o f acceptance 
at a deep level ( Back, 1951, 1977; Devito, 1971).
Words, symbols, and actions o f human actors create and sustain social reality. 
Meanings evolve through social interaction and sense-making activities o f people. They 
do not reside in messages, channels, or filters. Communication creates and recreates the 
social structure that makes organization (Jablin, Putnam, Roberts, & Porter, 1987; Jablin, 
1982, 2001).
Organizational Communication
Goldhaber (1974) defines organizational communication as "the flow o f messages 
within a network of interdependent relationships" (p. 11). He further states that, "Ideally, 
the climate and environment o f the organization should be such as to enhance 
relationships which mutually benefit individuals and the organization" (p. 50).
Organizations affect individuals in numerous ways. Especially dominant are the 
organizations in which membership is established. Max Weber, the father of organization
12
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theory and bureaucracy, shared his viewpoint on organizations as systems o f legitimate 
interaction patterns among organizational members who engage in activities while in the 
pursuit o f goals. Where Weber focused on the system, Chester Barnard (1968) 
concentrated on the communication patterns among the members o f  organizations. 
Barnard viewed the organization as a system o f deliberately coordinated activities with 
multiple participants (Banner & Gagne, 1995; Barnard, 1968; Leavitt, 1963,1973; Likert, 
1961,1967).
Socialization o f the employee appears to play an influential role in the degree of 
commitment to the work and the organization. Working with others rather than alone and 
working interdependently within a team environment are two aspects o f work which seem 
to significantly affect commitment (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965). Influence on employee 
attitudes and perceptions of work and the organization both appear to be tied to the 
communication networks within the organization. A  positive relationship between 
network integration and morale and commitment have been shown (Danowski, 1980; 
Eisenberg, Monge, & Farace, 1984; Eisenberg, 1978). Particularly in the early stages o f 
socialization, there is a tendency by newcomers to attach themselves to significant others 
within the organization. Buchanan (1974) reported lasting influence on the later attitudes 
and commitment o f the employee to the organization exerted by this attachment 
(Buchanan, 1974; Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979; Goldhaber & Bamett, 1988; Goldhaber, 
1974).
A description o f the organizational culture and the experience o f that culture 
exchanges through organizational stories told by members. The myths and legends o f  the
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organization are conveyed by these stories, and assist members in learning about the 
heroes and villains of the organization. The values of the organization are personified for 
the member by these stories. In addition, factual information about the organizational 
history such as a chronology o f historical events, as in the growth o f product lines, 
mergers, are shared through organizational stories (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979 ).
The process o f communication links individuals in structural relationships to each 
other within the organization. No matter what the primary function o f  organizations may 
be, all members share the process o f  communication. Coordination and cooperation 
make communication essential between individuals who perform various tasks in an 
organization (Baskin & Aronoff, 1980).
An effective communicator possesses more than just knowledge. One must be 
able to put knowledge to work. To do this one had to have the ability to use language 
effectively. Care with meanings, organization, and awareness o f feedback are all 
important since both verbal and nonverbal systems are operating simultaneously in a 
communication transaction. One must have the skill to communicate at both o f these 
levels as well as to interpret the other’s verbal and nonverbal communication. Both 
speaking and listening are parts o f communication. An open mind and a flexible attitude 
are essential to effective communication (Myers & Myers, 1982; Likert, 1977; Bennis, 
Schein, Berlew, & Steele, 1964; Koehler, Anatol & Applbaum, 1981; Leavitt, 1980).
Leadership style dominates organizational climate, including communication. 
Studies show that when control is equally distributed among group members 
(participatory style), performance and member satisfaction increase (Jablin et al., 1987).
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Affective response to the group and performance within the group were significantly 
affected by the perceived position of both senders and receivers within a group (Jablin et 
al., 1987).
Personal styles o f managers and communication climate play a key role in the 
development and productivity o f groups regardless o f  the size of the groups studied and 
the quality o f organizational communication. These studies suggest that one’s role within 
a network, style o f the leader within the network, accuracy o f communication within the 
group, warmth within the group, and task facilitation all influenced the quality o f 
organizational communication (Jones & James, 1974, 1979; Jablin et al., 1987; Jablin, 
1982, 2001).
Rockey (1977) found that attitudes and relationships influence communication 
more heavily than do techniques or formats. "When interactions are characterized by 
trust, respect and confidence, people talk and listen more maturely, more openly, and 
more constructively. When people feel put down, excluded or threatened, 
communication patterns may become defensive, sullen, or retaliatory" (Rockey, 1977, p. 
76).
Increasing communication choices, due to technological advances, challenge 
personnel to remain up-to-date in subject matter and convey information effectively. 
Computers, the Internet, and multimedia technology all impact the education profession, 
which includes Extension. Technological innovations demand continued learning by 
educators. Although not a new role for educators, an ever-increasing pace has redefined 
the commitment (Barlett, 1999; Good & Grayson, 1992; Hecht, 1978; Kawasaki &
15
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Raven, 1995; King & Rockwell, 1988; Patterson, 1991; Radhakrishna & Martin, 1999, 
Shih & Evans, 1991; Stewart & Soliah, 1987, Stone & Bieber, 1997).
Communication within an organization may take many forms. Organizational 
communication can involve interaction between two or more individuals (interpersonal 
communication), such as between supervisors and subordinates. Communication may 
occur between groups: managers and workers, labor and management, or customers and 
marketing departments. Communication may also be between organizations in different 
cultures, such as a head office and a subsidiary office in different countries.
A distinction between interpersonal and intergroup communication is apparent. 
Participants are aware o f personal characteristics o f the individuals participating in 
interpersonal communication. In intergroup communication, the participants are only 
aware o f  one collection communicating with another collection. Intergroup relationships 
are more likely than interpersonal relationships when conflict exists between groups, a 
history o f  anonymity o f group membership exists, and movement from group to group is 
difficult or not possible (Jablin et al., 1987; Downs & Pickett, 1977; Emmert & Barker, 
1989; Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Goldhaber, 1978; Klauss & Bass, 1982).
Organizational communication concerns the messages sent and received within 
the organization. That includes communication within the organization’s formally 
structured and informally established groups. The communication roles become larger 
and more complex as the organization becomes larger. Eventually communication roles 
become specialized in complex organizations. Each specialized communication role 
exerts considerable influence on the organization. Four such crucial communication roles
16
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have been identified by Rogers and Rogers (Devito, 1986). These roles include: (1) the 
gatekeeper (this person controls the messages that get into the system or that get to any 
one member of the organization); (2) the liaison (this person connects two subgroups 
within the organization but does not belong to either and serves as a link between 
individuals and groups); (3) the opinion leader (this person is the one to whom others 
look for guidance and direction and who exerts influence on others; and (4) the 
cosmopolite (this person is the one who communicates often with many individuals from 
various subgroups throughout the organization) (Devito, 1986).
Communication patterns o f a subunit which develop as the organization grows in 
size become the center for the development o f organizational structure (Baskin & 
Aronoff, 1980).
Communication will be better understood as a system rather than an isolated 
element, since it pervades the entire organization. Individuals within an organization 
should strive for effectiveness and continual improvement in communication skills to 
influence the success o f the organization. The relationship between organizational 
success and effective communication relates directly to the relationship between being 
promoted and communication skills. A relationship ordinarily exists between job 
responsibility and the amount o f time and skill devoted to communication activities. In 
general, as responsibilities increase, increasing amounts o f  time and ability are required 
for communication (Rockey, 1977; Kochanski & Ruse, 1996; Leavitt, 1986,1978; Likert, 
& Likert, 1976; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Love, 1991; Phillips, 1982; Redding, 1972; 
Roberts & O’Neill, 1974, 1978).
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Patterns o f  communication between and among agents and specialists may be 
compared to communication networks, which may be viewed from more than one 
perspective. Small groups left to their own devices will form communication patterns to 
send messages from one to another. These networks may also formalize structures for 
established organizational communication (Devito, 1986; Weigel, 1994; Winn & Watson, 
1994; Ezell, 1989; Francois, 1979; Gibson & Hellion, 1994; Krauss, 1980; Bennis, 1966).
Group membership is confirmed and reinforced through the instrumentality o f 
communication. Members o f a group will avoid communication with individuals not 
perceived to be or desired to be a part o f their group (Baskin & Aronoff, 1980; Rockey, 
1977; Likert, 1976).
Informal groups operate and influence the overall character of the organization 
(King, 1989). The closest and most immediate reference point for interpersonal 
interactions are provided by groups. All of us have reference groups for various parts o f 
our lives. We are able to shift with relative ease from one to the other. Through 
communication within the group, expectations are established and maintained. 
Expectations within groups fall into essentially two categories, process and content, just 
as they do within person-to-person relationships. The appropriate procedures for 
influencing the group are defined by process expectations which can cause a breakdown 
in relationships within the group. Intergroup communication occurs through the 
boundary spanning relationships o f the individual members. Members of a group will 
feel pressure to communicate more if  they become aware o f conflicts within the group 
because needs, values, and perceptions are anchored in social reality. As the amount of
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perceived difference in opinion about a relevant subject increases among the members o f 
a group, the tendency to communicate in the group increases (Festinger, 1950; Baskin & 
Aronoff, 1980).
Communication flow within the group reflects the extent to which members o f the 
group feel that communication might influence the di vergent opinions o f other members. 
As the forces that make members want to remain a part o f the group (cohesion) increase, 
communication within groups also increases. The tendency to withhold unacceptable 
communication in order to avoid intragroup conflict increases in highly cohesive groups. 
People stay in groups because they like the members, they enjoy the prestige attached to 
belonging, and/or they see the possibility o f obtaining a reward for performance. These 
all appear to be factors that help to explain communication behavior in work groups. 
When an individual feels that one or all o f  these cohesive factors have diminished, the 
individual may become a deviate group member (Back, 1951; Baskin & Aronoff, 1980).
Tubbs and Hain (as cited in Goldhaber and Rogers, 1988) summarized system- 
wide communication and productivity in which they had investigated the relationship 
between communication and organizational effectiveness. The departments which had 
the highest scores for effective communication also had the best ratings on absenteeism, 
grievances, and efficiency. The highest ratings on communication effectiveness were by 
the more productive plants (Goldhaber & Bamett, 1988).
However, the exact contribution o f  the communication processes toward the 
outcome may often be difficult to assess with a more intuitive than demonstrated or 
empirically proven outcome (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Phillips, 1991).
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Though most managers and communication scholars regard communication as 
one o f  the most important factors in any organization and as having a very direct effect on 
organizational outcomes, the relationship proves difficult to fully document. 
Characteristics o f Organizational Communication
There can be problems in creating clear communication across subsystems within 
an organization. If  they are to be fully effective, the messages generated from one part of 
the organization need translation in the other parts.
One of the most difficult problems faced by organizations relates to lateral 
communication between individuals at the same hierarchical level (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
At every level o f  an organization, interpersonal communication relationships 
exist. An organization may be viewed as a network o f  interdependent relationships in a 
most basic form. The person-to-person communication relationship models the basic 
process of organizing (Baskin & Aronoff, 1980). Fundamental improvements in 
communication necessitate changes in interpersonal relationships (Devito, 1971).
In achieving accuracy o f communication, the interpersonal level has an advantage 
over the organizational level. However, even individuals in face-to-face contact 
experience communication problems. Ideally, signals should be shared that the message 
has been received and understood; when we telephone a person, we expect a "Hello" for a 
response. Unfortunately, organizations frequently lack automatic signaling systems. 
Even so, all sizes o f organizations should do more to employ means to insure that the 
message sender receives some reaction from the message recipient (Katz & Kahn, 1978). 
The tendency o f people to judge the statements o f other people or groups creates a  major
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barrier in interpersonal communication. When we listen with understanding, we avoid 
this evaluative tendency and real communication occurs, but it is hard. Understanding 
means seeing the expressed idea from the point o f view o f the other person and sensing 
how that vantage point feels to the other. One needs to achieve a new frame o f reference 
regarding the topic being discussed (Devito, 1971).
One may regard communication as largely a matter o f  perception. Messages we 
exchange with one another in any interpersonal interaction may have no stand alone 
meaning. These words and messages take on meaning only when the communicators 
assign them a meaning, which incorporates perception. In the perceptual process we 
interject our entire selves (Diekman, 1979). Often the communication problem within the 
organization derives from differences in perception between or among the 
communicators, not from a lack o f clarity (Goldhaber, 1974).
Nonverbal communication significantly influences relationships within 
organizations. The way other people react to us and the way we react to others is 
determined to a significant degree by nonverbal use o f personal appearance and 
mannerisms related to posture and movement. Nonverbal signals help us to fit in or not 
fit in, from the first job interview to the long-standing relationships between two 
coworkers. They help us to understand what is expected and assist others to understand 
what is expected of them (Baskin & Aronoff, 1980).
Communication between and between Extension agents and specialists may be 
considered lateral communication since faculty members are sharing insights, methods, 
and problems with other faculty members. Lateral communication helps the
21
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
organization to avoid some problems and more easily solve others. Thus, horizontal 
communication facilitates satisfaction and builds morale o f workers. Lateral 
communication provides the avenue for coordinating the activities o f  the organization and 
enabling organizational units to share expertise and insights (Devito, 1986; Andrews, 
1963; Woeste, 1967; Hebert, 1999, Johnson, 1999; Patterson, 1991).
Further, since individuals usually hold simultaneous membership in two or more 
groups, formal and informal overlapping o f groups occurs. Overlapping memberships 
result in an interdependent network o f  communication between groups in the organization 
(Baskin & Aronoff, 1980; Rassi, 1971; Reynolds, 1993).
Both formal and informal communication may be part o f organizational 
communication. Communications sanctioned by the organization are organizationally 
oriented and are termed formal communications. Formal communications deal with the 
workings o f the organization. Socially sanctioned communications are termed informal 
and are oriented to the individual members o f the organization rather than to the 
organization (Devito, 1986; Richardson & Eckard, 1973).
The most basic form o f lateral coordination, informal communication, is vital in 
every organization (Bolman & De?!, 1991). This spontaneous form o f expression is 
intrinsically more gratifying. On certain topics, where official censorship and filtering 
occurs, informal communication can be more informative (Katz and Kahn, 1978).
Informal channels are more flexible than formal channels. The informal channels 
o f  communication move in all directions within an organization. They are a natural 
outgrowth o f the informal relationships that develop between employees who do not have
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reporting responsibility to one another, but who do coordinate activities. This informal 
grapevine channel o f communication has a prime function o f  disseminating information 
o f interest to organizational members relevant to their needs. Employees’ social and 
personal interests, rather than formal organizational requirements, form the basis for the 
existence o f the grapevine. As such, the informal grapevine possesses advantages over 
formal communication channels. The informal grapevine is quick, efficient, and fulfills 
needs (Buford, 1979, 1990; Buford et al., 1995).
Studies o f the grapevine message diffusion patterns in organizations reveal that 
these informal channels o f communication networks are particularly fast and surprisingly 
accurate communication channels. Informal channels tend to develop in cluster-chain 
patterns in which one individual transmits information to several other organizational 
members. Although not all those who receive informally transmitted information pass it 
along, those who do transmit the messages become key figures in the developing pattern 
o f communication (Baskin & Aronoff, 1980).
The size o f the grapevine varies depending on how well the formal 
communication system works within the organization. Information spreads rapidly 
through those who know and trust each other (Buford et al., 1995). When a listener or 
reader perceives or anticipates a threat, communication is almost always ineffective 
(Devito, 1971).
Inevitably, larger organizations tend to break down into segments, groups or 
cliques, often with competing attitudes. As people stick to talking to their own group, 
communication links become tenuous. Stereotype formation may occur. Integration
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seems to be made more difficult by strong identity with a  given field (Banner & Gagne, 
1995).
"When communicative difficulties are kept to a minimum, it becomes 
progressively easier to express ourselves clearly and interpret others accurately" 
(Mortensen, 1997, p. 43). Barriers may exist in lateral communication within an 
organization. For example, different organizational divisions may develop specialized 
languages that are not universal. Another area o f concern may be the tendencies of 
workers in specialized areas to view their assignment as the one crucial to the well-being 
and success o f the organization. This prevents a respect for the value of work o f  other 
segments within the organization and often preempts a meaningful exchange o f ideas 
(Devito, 1986; Boone, 1990).
The effectiveness o f  lateral communication as a sharing, a pooling o f insights and 
resources may be limited. As we live in a competitive society and work in competitive 
organizations there are limited promotions available that are to be made on the basis o f 
quality o f work accomplished. It does not benefit co-workers to share important insights 
with those who are competing for the limited number o f promotions (Devito, 1986).
Noise, a physical, psychological or semantic barrier to communication, distorts 
the message (Rockey, 1977; Devito, 1986). In a social sense, noise means whatever 
interferes with accuracy in transmission of messages, such as headaches, worries, lack o f 
confidence, defensiveness, lack o f motivation, and inadequate training. Message senders 
can minimize noise through redundancy such as highlighting and repeating important key 
words, using drawings, charts, or other visual aids, backing up telephone messages with
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written reminders o f  the contents o f the conversation, and documenting oral interviews in 
writing (Myers & Myers, 1982).
Every organization must address the problem o f  what pattern o f communication to 
institute and what information to direct to what offices. Information overload is one 
factor to consider when establishing such a pattern. Obviously, there are limits to the 
amount o f communication that individuals can receive, code, and effectively handle (Katz 
& Kahn, 1978).
Misunderstandings and breakdowns in communication are largely due to the 
varied experiences o f the individuals attempting communication. Although individuals 
speak the same language, they often fail to communicate because their experiential 
worlds are different. Communication may be blocked when we evaluate a statement 
from our own point o f view instead of the speaker’s or writer’s point o f view. When we 
listen with understanding, communication is facilitated (Devito, 1971; Jablin et al., 1987).
The distinctive jargon which seems to develop in every calling and in every walk 
o f life exacerbates the difficulty o f  communication between individuals o f differing 
experiential backgrounds. Groups may differ in their experiences, but, there is generally 
a common core o f psychological reality between groups (Devito, 1971). For example, 
despite differences o f focus and language, LCES survives because of shared initiatives 
and internalization o f philosophy o f Extension mission.
Although listening provides knowledge and understanding, poor listening habits 
are common and result in a waste o f much information, money, and valuable time. People 
tend to think of other things while listening to a message. While an average individual
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can speak at about 125 words per minute, the individual listening can understand at four 
times that rate. Poor listening traits include not hearing what was said, hearing only part 
o f  what was said, and incorrectly hearing the information (Buford et al., 1995). "All o f  us 
can improve our listening skills. By improving the frequency and depth at which w e 
listen we can improve our effectiveness as communicators" (Qubein, 1983, p. 81).
Resource directed toward the improvement o f our listening abilities seems an 
extremely worthwhile investment considering the amount o f time spent listening each 
day. When listening improves in organizations, communication within the organization 
improves (Devito, 1971).
Listeners who are effective use several techniques to stay tuned in on the speaker. 
Maintenance o f  an alert physical posture is one technique. Comparing what one 
anticipates the speaker would say with what the speaker actually is saying is another 
technique. Reviewing notes, concentrating on the structure o f the presentation, and 
observing the nonverbal cues o f the speaker are other techniques (Rockey, 1977). 
Assessing Organizational Communication
For centuries, the measurement of communication behavior has been a concern o f 
researchers and scholars. "Even the Greek and Roman rhetoricians attempted to establish 
criteria to determine the effectiveness of orators and public speakers. In the twentieth 
century emphasis has gradually shifted to more ‘scientific’ approaches to measuring 
aspects of communication processes" (Emmert & Barker, 1989, p. xvii).
Individual satisfaction with information and relationships within the organization 
may be measured for (1) climate o f communication, (2) communication with supervisor
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(3) organizational integration, (4) quality o f  media, (5) informal and horizontal 
interactions, (6) perspective o f organization, (7) subordinate communication, and (8) 
personal feedback (Downs & Pickett, 1977; Jablin et al., 1987).
General principles o f communication set the limits within which we must operate 
as a social-psychological process. Also considered should be an analysis o f the social 
system in which the communication flows for correct situational application o f the 
principles (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Newcomb, 1953; Jablin, 1982; Goldhaber & Rogers,
1979).
In describing general principles o f good communication, Swanson and Marquardt 
(1974) relate basic elements o f good communication: directed toward specific purpose; 
toward a specific audience; anticipates difficulty; clear and concise; personal; tactfiil; and 
appropriate (Swanson & Marquardt, 1974).
"The value of organizational communication measurement techniques seems 
obvious. Three reasons seem to justify the efforts involved; diagnosis; evaluation; and 
control" (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979, p. 6). Through diagnosis, communication strengths 
and weaknesses may be identified for shaping training programs. Evaluation techniques 
such as use o f  pre and post measures o f effectiveness could be collected before and after 
organizational intervention for comparisons. Control justifies efforts to measure the 
value o f organizational communication. "Early identification o f communication 
problems will allow organizations to develop and implement remedial steps before the 
problems can escalate beyond control" (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979, p. 6). Organizational 
assessment by an internal evaluator has potential advantages. "By reason of being part o f
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an organization, the internal evaluator has firsthand knowledge o f the organization’s 
philosophy, policies, procedures, products, personnel, and management. This permits the 
selection o f evaluation methods tailored to the reality o f  the organization. The long-term 
commitment o f the internal evaluator permits the formation o f  positive working 
relationships with management and staff. This goes far in reducing the normal anxiety 
associated with any form o f evaluation or performance measures" (Love, 1991, p. 4). 
"Modem evaluation itself is not a social decision procedure unto itself but is part o f a 
social decision procedure for allocating resources" (House, 1980, p. 143)
Numerous studies point out impact of the manager in the climate for interpersonal 
relations of an organization. The needs, values, and perceptions o f the manager are 
usually visible to subordinates. The subordinates will react accordingly if  management 
does not believe in or support an atmosphere of open communication. This situation will 
exist in spite of programs designed to improve communication (Baskin & Aronoff,
1980).
Agent and specialist performance appraisal instruments in the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service offer comparisons o f communication methods and 
program delivery required in these positions. Multiple references to varied methods of 
communication that may be utilized for effective job performance are included for review 
by supervisors. These documents and the numerous references to utilization of 
communication as evaluation criteria attest to the importance o f  communication in their 
job. "Communication-the sharing o f ideas and information-forms a large part o f the 
extension agent’s job" (Oakley & Garforth, 1985, p. 41).
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The Agent Communication for Performance Appraisal Documentation (1997) 
includes numerous items related to communication: teaching plans and resource 
materials; agendas or programs for group meetings and activities; minutes and/or 
attendance lists for group activities; annual parish report; annual plan o f  work (POW); 
Extension program o f work; staff conference minutes; result demonstration data; program 
evaluation plans and results; advisory committee meeting minutes; continuing education 
plan; volunteer recruitment, training, involvement and recognition plan; mailing lists; 
summary o f  penalty mail usage; and other material to substantiate program results. 
Examples o f  communication behaviors from the performance appraisal instrument for 
agents include:
Functions as a team member in developing the plan o f work which can help 
improve marketing o f programs and staff team spirit.. .  Acquires input from 
specialists/resource personnel concerning Advisory Committee.. .  Provides training and 
communicates duties and responsibility to advisory members.. .  Communicates 
programming needs to appropriate audiences and acts as an advisor to respective groups 
and helps evaluate their programming efforts.. .  Integrates volunteers into extension 
activities with parish staff from other program areas.. .  Identifies, recruits, and orients 
volunteers for statewide and/or district responsibilities . . .  Effectively utilizes specialists 
and/or other resource people.. .  Utilizes a variety of group teaching methods and/or result 
demonstrations.. .  Utilizes advanced technology to enhance group teaching methods.. .  
Refers clientele to other faculty, staff, volunteers or agencies when appropriate.. .
Utilizes individual teaching methods in a manner that maximizes program effectiveness..
. Utilizes available mass media as a tool to educate clientele.. .  Annually conducts 
evaluation o f  programs and reports results to supervisor.. .  Belongs to and actively 
participates in related professional organizations and appropriate support and/or 
commodity groups.. .  Demonstrates ability to promote teamwork among co-workers, key 
leaders, specialists, other agents and administrative staff.. .  Serves as role model for less 
experienced agents.
The Specialist Communication for Performance Appraisal Documentation (1999) 
also contains items related to communication; many of which are similar to the agent
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documents: teaching plans and resource materials; agendas or programs for group 
meetings and activities; minutes and/or attendance lists for group activities; annual plan 
o f  work; Extension program o f work; result demonstration data; program evaluation plans 
and results; advisory committee meetings minutes; continuing education plan; mailing 
lists; other material to substantiate program results; news articles; publications; and fact 
sheets. Specific communication behaviors listed in the performance appraisal instrument 
for specialists include:
Assisted other staff members with the development o f programs for areas o f 
shared responsibility.. .  Assisted field faculty in planning advisory committee meetings .
. .  Identified and used relevant faculty in program planning.. .  Assisted field faculty in 
identifying, securing, and managing resources.. .  Valued coworkers with diverse 
backgrounds; Displayed good workplace e th ics.. .  Provided useful in-service training and 
individualized coaching to field faculty as requested.. .  Pro-actively involved or 
collaborated with others to address interdisciplinary educational needs, issues, and 
problems. . .  Demonstrated adequate verbal and written communication skills.. .  
Demonstrated effective oral and written communication skills. . .  Is able to explain and 
interpret technical terms and communicates effectively with people o f various educational 
and cultural backgrounds.. .  Used appropriate teaching techniques for audience and 
subject.. .  Effectively communicates using broadcast m edia .. .  Used variety o f teaching 
m ethods.. .  Kept co-workers informed.. .  Shared cred it.. . .  Demonstrated good 
teamwork, cooperative, reliable, contributing.
A  major effort to measure an organization’s communication climate was 
developed by members o f the International Communication Association Audit project, 
including in-depth interviews, questionnaires, network analysis, critical incidents, and 
diaries. The survey instrument measured such dimensions as information receiving, 
information sending, communication sources, communication channels, communication f  
follow-up, timeliness, accuracy and usefulness o f  information, communication 
relationships and communication outcomes (Jablin et al., 1987). "The ICA’s overall 
objective is to evaluate the organization’s communication system, providing information
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and recommendations which should help an organization improve both its 
communication practices and its overall effectiveness as an organization" (Goldhaber & 
Rogers, 1979, p. 8). In Auditing Organizational Communication Systems: The ICA 
Communication Audit (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979), the importance o f effective 
communication in maintaining healthy organizations is highlighted.
The International Communication Association (ICA) is a professional society 
composed of communication researchers, practitioners, and teachers from several 
countries. The ICA Communication Audit is a measurement system o f instruments and 
procedures for studying organizational communication . . .  The ICA Communication 
Audit was developed under the auspices o f Division IV (the Organizational 
Communication Division) o f ICA over a period o f five years, by more than 100 
communication professionals also from academia and industry, in more than a dozen 
countries.. .  The ICA Communication Audit is now available for widespread use on a 
not-for -profit basis.. .  The strength o f the ICA Audit lies in the expertise, effort, time, 
and care that has gone into the creation and validation of its instruments and procedures 
(p-v).
Valid communication systems information will be collected by organizations who 
conduct communication audits. Such information replaces guesswork (Goldhaber & 
Rogers, 1979).
With this information, they will be able not only to describe current behaviors and 
practices but also predict the likelihood o f potential successes and failures. They will take 
the offensive in planning for their future rather than be on the defensive reacting to 
communication crises. Valid information gives an organization the freedom to choose 
from a variety o f alternatives what paths it should follow as it grows and develops. With 
the replacement o f guesswork with accurate data, an organization can forecast problems 
rather than react with patchwork solutions (pp. 10-11).
Climate within organizations, a multilevel attribute, encompasses different units 
o f theory and levels o f  analysis. Instruments designed to measure organizational climate 
consider organizational attributes and many possess specific communication dimensions 
as well (Jablin et al., 1987).
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Three major approaches toward measuring organizational climate are: (1) climate 
treated as an attribute o f the organization termed the multiple measurement- 
organizational attribute approach; (2) climate treated as an interaction o f  characteristics of 
an organization and perceptions of those characteristics by individuals, termed the 
perceptual measurement-organizational attribute approach; and (3) climate as the work 
environment perceived by individual employees, termed the perceptual measurement- 
individual attribute approach (Jablin et al., 1987).
Perceptual measures have predominantly been used as measurements o f  the 
climate construct in organizations. Diversity exists among organizational climate 
instruments. Some instruments possess relatively narrow perspectives and others are 
more encompassing. Redding (1972) postulated the notion o f  communication in an ideal 
climate and considered the following o f importance (1) supportiveness; (2) participation 
decision making; (3) trust, confidence, and credibility; (4) openness and candor; and (5) 
high performance goals. An organizational communication climate instrument was 
developed by Dennis (1975) consisting o f  five dimensions: (1) communication between 
superior-subordinate, (2) quality and accuracy o f communication directed downward, (3) 
superior-subordinate relationship openness, (4) upward communication opportunities, and 
(5) subordinate and coworker information reliability (Jablin et al., 1987).
A climate-type measure o f organizational communication was developed by 
Roberts and O’Reilly (1974) consisting o f  35 items constructed to measure 16 
communication facets including trust, influence, mobility, desire for interaction, 
communication directed upward, downward and/or laterally, accuracy, summarization,
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gate-keeping, communication overload, satisfaction with communication, written, face- 
to-face, telephone, and other types o f communication (Roberts & O ’Reilly, 1974; Jablin 
etal., 1987).
Communication in Cooperative Extension
The first and second Morrill Acts o f 1862 and 1890 established the land-grant 
university system in the United States providing an opportunity for the children o f  the 
working class to obtain a higher education. The Smith-Lever Act o f  1914 established the 
Cooperative Extension Service (CES) to make available the knowledge within the land- 
grant institutions to people not attending those institutions, and to make that learning a 
lifelong opportunity (Bliss et al., 1952, Bliss, 1960; Rasmussen, 1989).
Activities o f  the Extension system in the United States include assisting 
individuals to improve their lives through an educational process focused on needs and 
issues, an out-of-school Extension education system involving adults and youth, and a 
partnership among government, land-grant colleges, and the people, designed to meet the 
needs o f individuals in society (Rasmussen, 1989).
"The instrument used in Extension for inducing change is communication.. .  
Extension is, therefore, a communication intervention" (Roling, 1988, p. 40). County 
agents and specialists with statewide or multi-county responsibilities develop and deliver 
educational programs. Approximately two-thirds o f  Extension staff are located in county 
offices (Rasmussen, 1989; Penrod, 1990; Penders, 1956). Agents at county level in this 
educational framework have traditionally been viewed as generalists. They deal with a 
wide potential range o f subject matter related to agriculture, home economics, and
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community resource development. Specialists complement the work o f county agents. A 
specialist deals with a focused area o f subject matter. The specialist professionally links 
county agents on one hand and the agricultural colleges, experiment stations, and the 
United States Department o f Agriculture on the other. As analysts and interpreters o f 
scientific knowledge and factual information, specialists connect research and practice. 
They simplify and clarify information for understanding and application on the farm, in 
the home, and in community organizations (Brunner&Yang, 1949; Sanders, 1966;
Warner & Christenson, 1984; Williamson, 1951; Taylor-Powell & Richardson, 1990; 
McNelly, 1960).
"Program specialists are experts in a particular subject who are trained to translate 
and disseminate researched-based m aterial.. .  Specialists are considered experts in their 
topic area and use varied techniques to share new information and solve problems" 
(Seevers, Graham, Gamon & Conklin, 1997, p. 51).
"The county agent is the heart and soul o f  the Cooperative Extension Service.. .  
.The agent provides leadership and expertise in utilizing available resources to extend 
knowledge and solve problems" (Seevers et al., 1997, p. 52). "Specialists and county 
staff are in constant communication with one another through telephone, electronic mail, 
and personal contacts. Specialists help county faculty plan, carry out, and evaluate 
educational programs. They write bulletins and newsletters used by both agents and 
clientele and they help answer clientele questions. In addition, they conduct training 
programs to update extension agents and serve as expert resources in local workshops 
sponsored by the county agent" (Seevers et al., 1997, pp. 51-52).
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Summary o f Review o f Literature
The purpose o f the study was to determine organizational communication in the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service in order to develop strategies for increasing 
communication effectiveness. Communication involves a process of transmitting 
information and achieving understanding between two or more individuals. 
Organizational communication has a critical role in the coordination, formulation, and 
implementation of plans. It provides a vital role to achieve activities, to motivate others 
to perform, to introduce change, to improve managerial performance, and for effective 
external relations. A number o f techniques for improving communication may be 
employed.
Assessing the organizational communication needs and examining strategies to 
improve communication can lead to increased effectiveness and responsiveness o f the 
organization. Healthy organizations thrive with effective communication. Poor 
communication reduces productivity and lowers morale (Rockey, 1977).
Recognition of the need for meaningful communication in securing acceptance to 
change must be realized by organizations. The two fold role of communication becomes 
apparent by change. So that changes can be anticipated, initial concerns are to maintain 
an awareness o f communication regarding change. Secondly, in order to seek to make 
the changes as orderly and acceptable as possible, the transmission o f information 
becomes critical (King, 1989).
Concepts o f communication included in this review o f literature assisted in 
highlighting the communication aspects focused on in this study. Five main themes
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provided a framework for examination o f  research: communication, organizational 
communication, characteristics o f organizational communication, assessing 
organizational communication, and communication in Cooperative Extension.
The results o f this study will provide an assessment o f the perceptions o f 
professionals o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service regarding patterns and 
effectiveness o f  communication within the organization. This information can lead to 
increased communication effectiveness and responsiveness o f specialists and agents, and 
enable the development o f  strategies for improved organizational communication.
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY
The purpose o f  this study was to examine the perceptions o f  communication 
patterns and effectiveness o f communication by Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
agents and specialists.
Specific objectives that guided the study were to:
1. Describe agents and specialists o f  the Louisiana Cooperative Extension
Service on the following demographic characteristics: years o f service, age, gender, 
race, educational attainment, and program assignment.
2. Determine the patterns o f communication among agents o f the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service as perceived by the agents.
3. Determine the patterns o f communication among specialists o f the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by the specialists.
4. Determine the patterns o f communication between agents and specialists o f the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by the agents.
5. Determine the patterns o f communication between specialists and agents o f the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by the specialists.
6. Determine the effectiveness o f  communication as perceived by agents and specialists 
o f  the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
7. Determine if  relationships exist between reported frequency o f  contacts and perceived 
communication effectiveness o f  specialists and agents.
8. Determine if  relationships exist between the perceived effectiveness o f communication
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among agents and the following selected demographic characteristics: years of 
service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program assignment.
9. Determine if relationships exist between the perceived effectiveness o f communication 
among specialists and the following selected demographic characteristics: years of 
service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program assignment.
10. Describe effective personal communication experiences as reported by agents and 
specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
11. Describe ineffective personal communication experiences as reported by agents and 
specialists of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
Population and Sample
Professionals in the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service (LCES) include two 
distinct groupings. One group is specialists located at the state headquarters and at other 
strategic locations in the state.
The other group is field agents located in all 64 parishes. These distinct groups 
work together to carry out the educational mission o f the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service.
The target population o f  the study was all agents and specialists employed full­
time by the LCES at the time the study was conducted. It was a census study of these 
professionals.
Data were collected from these professionals using the LSU AgCenter 
(November, 2000) personnel directory. Information on selected variables from the LSU 
AgCenter Human Resources Management (HRM) system was also used.
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Instrumentation
A review of literature revealed a variety o f instruments, which had been utilized in 
studies on related topics. Researched instruments and related resources were reviewed 
for organization, demographic considerations, design style, scales, and other methods to 
capture responses, both quantitative and qualitative questioning, question clusters, target 
audiences, distribution methods including non-respondent foLlow up procedures, length, 
and clarity (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990; Davis, 1971; Freund & Wilson, 1979; James 
& Jones, 1974; Norusis & SPSS, 1990 ; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974, 1978; Rogers, 1978; 
Verma & Burnett, 1996; Verma & Lambur, 1999). Framing o f questions was studied and 
revised as advised by committee and expert panel. Numerous research studies including: 
Andrews (1963), Baker (1992), Barnett (1997), Bartlett (1999), Davis (1991), Francois 
(1979), Harrell (1980), Hebert (1999), Hodson (1998), Little (1981), Reynolds (1993), 
Sanders (1992), Seiders (1974), and Woeste (1967) provided valuable examples which 
were examined and discussed in preparation o f the survey instrument for this study.
One major research instrument, the International Communication Association 
Communication Audit, provided a model for the communication effectiveness statement 
content and organization. The ICA Communication Audit also influenced the qualitative 
component, personal communication experience section, o f the final research instrument. 
As a professional society, the International Communication Association includes 
researchers, teachers, and practitioners worldwide. The Organizational Communication 
Division o f ICA, with more than 100 communication processionals from academia and 
industry, developed the ICA Communication Audit (Goldhaber & Rogers, 1979) over a
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period o f  five years with professionals from over a dozen countries. ICA Communication 
Audit was reviewed for content and format and to obtain valuable suggestions in 
designing the research instrument for this study. One main drawback o f  the ICA 
instrument was that it predated many o f  the now commonly used technology pathways 
for communication.
The researcher attempted to coordinate development of an instrument that was 
brief, clear and unambiguous, organized, relevant, and attractive as recommended by 
Emmert and Barker (1989). Through careful review and revisions, the graduate 
committee members and expert panel assisted in filtering the negatives including: use of 
double-barreled questions, leading questions, irrelevant questions, use o f  negation in 
questions, and use o f  biased or loaded terms (Emmert & Barker, 1989).
The instrument designed for this study was an electronic survey posted at a web 
site with the assistance and coordination o f  LSU AgCenter Computer Services personnel. 
The instrument contained questions related to communication patterns, communication 
effectiveness, personal communication experiences, and demographic characteristics of 
agents and specialists. Appendix A  contains a copy o f the survey.
The instrument was validated for content and face validity by a panel o f  12 
experts including in-state and out-of-state retired and active Extension professionals, 
Extension administrators, and the researcher’s graduate committee. The professionals 
chosen for the review panel had knowledge and experience o f the Cooperative Extension 
Service and did not come from the population o f this census study. Adjustments to the 
instrument were made based on the results o f  the validation process.
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Reliability testing o f the instrument was conducted and revealed acceptable results 
for the various sections as indicated below. Estimates using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha 
(Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990), as reported in Table 1, range from .72 to .79 for the 
patterns o f communication estimates of reliability. For the Perceived Communication 
Effectiveness sub-scale factors, the range was .97 to .57 for Cronbach’s coefficient 
Alpha, as indicated in Table 1. For the sub-scale factor, Efficiency of Communication, 
the five negatively stated communication statements clustered to form five o f  the six 
items. Also, high cross loadings occurred with this factor. Due to the low reliability and 
substantial cross loads, this sub-scale factor is not used in further analysis.
Table 1
Reliability Results for Survey Instrument
Variable Name Instrument Section/
Question
Number o f Items Cronbach’s
Aloha
Patterns o f Communication Section n/11 10 .74
Patterns o f Communication Section n/13 10 .79
Patterns o f Communication Section n/12 10 .74
Patterns o f Communication Section II/l 4 10 .72
Sub-scale Factors:
Communication with
Immediate Supervisor 9 .97
Communication Interactions 11 .88
Statewide Communications 8 .87
Communication within Unit 8 .87
Program Planning and Reporting 7 .79
“Efficiency o f Communication 6 .57
“Sub-factor not used for further analysis due to low reliability and substantial cross loads.
Data Collection
The survey instrument was an electronic questionnaire (Appendix A). A  cover 
letter in the form o f an email was included with the initial survey request to the potential
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participants. This initial contact came from the LCES administration indicating 
administrative approval of the study by the Vice Chancellor and Director o f  Extension 
and encouraging agents and specialists to respond to the linked survey.
The link opened with a cover letter from the researcher and the major professor 
with a description o f  the study and instructions on completing the electronic survey. In a 
series of steps, participants were directed to select their name from an electronic drop list 
and then requested to go through the sections o f  the survey.
Once a respondent submitted his/her response, his/her name was removed from 
the drop list. This seemed confidentiality o f the responses in the following manner. By 
design, the only names shared with the researcher were the non-respondents. This was to 
enable non-response follow-up.
Data were loaded from respondents directly to a computer file and coded for 
anonymity by computer program. No names were attached to the computer spread sheet 
data summaries.
From the drop list, the names of non-respondents who remained to be contacted 
for follow-up were identified. Two weeks after the initial contact, a reminder email 
(Appendix B) from the Vice Chancellor and Director o f  Extension was sent to the non- 
respondents requesting them to respond. For those who had responded, appreciation was 
electronically extended upon submission of their response. Two weeks after the reminder 
email, personal telephone contacts were made by the researcher to non-respondents to 
encourage them to respond. In addition, follow-up email messages (Appendix B) were 
sent to non-respondents by the researcher.
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According to the electronic drop list, only 29 o f363 potential participants did not 
respond, meaning there were 334 responses. However, once all the responses were 
obtained from the LSU AgCenter Computer Services, only 317 valid records were 
registered. This discrepancy is explained by the fact that some professionals opened the 
email, clicked on the drop list which automatically removed their name from the list, but 
did not complete the survey. Therefore, instead o f a 92.01% return, the actual return was 
87.33%. Since the final response rate was less than 90% as outlined in the proposal for 
the study, a non-respondent follow-up was conducted.
The researcher compared the demographics of the 29 non-respondents with 
information obtained through Louisiana Cooperative Extension Services Human 
Resource Management with the demographics o f the respondents to determine if  the 
respondents and non-respondents were similar on years of service, age, gender, race, and 
educational attainment. No statistically significant differences were found in the 
demographic characteristics o f respondents and non-respondents as reported in Tables 2 
to 5. This allows for findings from this study to be generalized to all agents and 
specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
Table 2
Comparison o f Respondent and Non-respondent Groups on Age
Age n Mean SD
Respondents 309 45.23 9.61
Non-respondents 29 47.52 9.49
Note. tj36 = -1.23, p  = .218
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Table 3
Cross Tabulation of Participant Gender bv Response Status
Gender Response Category
Respondents Non-Respondents
n °A n %
Male 172 55.7 21 72.4
Female 137 44.3 _8 27.6
309 100.0 29 100.0
Note, x2 (i)= 3.04, p = .08 
Table 4
Cross Tabulation o f Participant Race bv Response Status
Race Response Category
Respondents Non-Respondents
n_ °A n %
White 278 90.0 26 89.7
Black 29 9.4 3 10.3
Other 2 .6 _0 0.0
309 100.0 29 100.0
Note. x2(2) = .21, p  = .90 
Table 5
Cross Tabulation o f Participant Educational Level bv Response Status
Educational Level Response Category
Respondents Non-Respondents
n °A n %
Level 1 32 10.4 7 17.9
Level 2 197 63.7 18 46.2
Level 3 66 21.4 14 35.9
Level 4 14 4.5 _0 0.0
309 100.0 39 100.0
Note, x 2 (3) =  6.43, p  = .09
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Data Analysis
Each objective in this study was studied according to appropriate analytical 
techniques. The demographic characteristics o f agents and specialists in the first 
objective were analyzed using descriptive techniques, including frequencies and means.
Objectives 2-5 relating to perceived patterns of communication among and 
between agents and specialists were analyzed with descriptive techniques, including 
frequencies and means.
Objective 6, perceived communication effectiveness in the organization, was 
analyzed using means and standard deviations for the several communication statements. 
Factor analysis to group the statements into identifiable factors.
Objective 7 focused on relationships between the perceived effectiveness sub­
scale factors and reported frequency o f  contacts between agents and specialists, using the 
correlation procedure.
Objectives 8 and 9 concerned relationships between the perceived effectiveness 
sub-scale factors and demographic characteristics. These two objectives were analyzed 
using correlations for internal variables and t-test and analysis o f variance for nominal 
variables.
Objectives 10 and 11 related to the qualitative component o f this study. These 
two objectives refer to the personal communication experiences reported by agents and 
specialists. Responses from agents and specialists were grouped into five communication 
categories in terms o f effective or ineffective communication and presented as major 
themes in Chapter 4, Findings.
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS
The findings of the study are organized by the study objectives. Two objectives, 
10 and 11, related to the qualitative component o f  the study, were combined for reporting. 
The objectives o f the study are outlined in the following sections and presented in table 
format with narrative descriptions and interpretations.
Objective 1
Objective one of this study was to describe agents and specialists o f  the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service on the following demographic characteristics: years of 
service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program assignment. O f a total of 
317 cases reported in the study, demographics indicate that 106 respondents were 
specialists, 210 respondents were agents. Observations exclude one respondent who did 
not provide demographic information.
The first characteristic on which respondents were described was total number of 
years o f service in professional positions with the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service (see Table 6). The years o f service for the 102 specialists who provided data in 
response to this item ranged from 1 year to 36 years. The mean years o f service for the 
specialists was 14.10 years (SD = 10.61). When the data for specialists were examined in 
response categories, the largest group was in the 10 years or less category (n =30, 
29.41%).
In examining the agents regarding their total years o f service in professional 
positions with the Extension Service, reported values ranged from 1 year to 38 years. The 
mean years o f service for agents was 15.63 fSD = 9.94). Examination o f  the data in
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response categories revealed that the largest group o f agents was in the 10 or less years of 
service (n = 82, 39.42%). Also, the second largest response category was the 21 to 30 
years o f service group (n = 63, 30.29%).
For reported years of service, a large percentage o f both specialists and agents 
have a tenure of one to 10 years (49.02 % o f specialists and 39.42 % o f  agents). In 
contrast, only a small percentage reported 31-38 years o f service (5.88 % o f specialists 
and 5.77 % o f agents).
Table 6
Years in Extension o f Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents and Specialists*  ------------------------------- _----------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------^ --------- ■ --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Years in Extension Specialists Aeents Total
n % n % n %
1-10 50 49.02 82 39.42 132 42.58
11-20 16 15.69 51 24.52 67 21.61
21-30 30 29.41 63 30.29 93 30.00
31-38 6 5.88 12 S.11 18 5.81
Total 102 100.00 208 100.00 310 100.00
Note. No response to this question was provided by four specialists and two agents. 
Tenure range for agents was from 1-38 years, mean = 15.63 (SD = 9.94). Tenure range 
for specialists was 1-36, mean = 14.10 (SD = 10.61). The overall mean for agents and 
specialists was 15.13 (SD = 10.17).
The second characteristic on which respondents were described was age. Table 7 
contains the responses for age of participants presented in response categories.
The age range for specialists was from 29 to 66 years, mean = 47.54 (SD = 9.44). 
The age category o f 50-59 received the highest percentage of responses from specialists 
(n = 42, 41.18 %). The age range for agents was from 22 to 67 years, mean = 44.09,
(SD = 9.51). The age category o f40-49 received the highest percentage o f  responses
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from agents (n = 95, 45.89 %). The overall age range for respondents was 22-67 years 
(mean = 45.23, SD = 9.61).
Table 7
Age of Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents and Specialists
Age Specialists Agents Total
n % n % n %
22-29 5 4.90 15 7.25 20 6.47
30-39 17 16.67 43 20.77 60 19.42
40-49 31 30.39 95 45.89 126 40.78
50-59 42 41.18 44 21.26 86 27.83
60-67 7 6.86 10 4.83 17 5.50
Total 106 100.00 210 100.00 316 100.00
Note. Four specialists and three agents did not respond to this question. Range for age of 
agents was 22-67, mean = 44.09 (SD = 9.51). Range o f age of specialists was 29-66, 
mean = 47.54 (SD = 9.44). Overall mean age was 45.23, (SD = 9.61).
Gender was the third characteristic on which respondents were described (see 
Table 8).
In examining the specialists regarding gender, a  larger number o f the specialist 
respondents were males (n = 75,72.12 %). The female specialists were considerably 
fewer in number (n = 29,27.88%).
For the agent respondents, demographic data revealed the two response categories 
o f male and female to be almost evenly divided.
The number o f male agents (n = 100,48.08%) and the number of female agents 
(n = 108, 51.92%) was about the same. Regarding the variable gender, there was a higher 
percentage of males (n = 175, 56.09 %) than females (n = 137,43.91%) for the whole 
group.
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Table 8
Gender o f Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents and Specialists
Gender Specialists Asents Total
n % n % n %
Male 75 72.23 100 48.08 175 56.09
Female 29 27.88 108 51.92 137 43.91
Total 104 100.00 208 100.00 312 100.00
Note. This question received no response from two specialists and two agents.
The next characteristic on which respondents were described was race. Race 
reported in Table 9 reveals a much larger proportion o f white agents and specialists than 
black agents and specialists in the organization.
White specialists (n = 95,91.35%) and white agents (n = 184, 88.46 %) made up 
the largest categories by race. A total of seven black specialists (6.73 %) and 24 black 
agents (11.54 %) responded to this question as indicated in Table 9.
Table 9







White 95 91.35 184 88.46 279 89.42
Black 7 6.73 24 11.54 31 9.94
Other a 1.92 0 0.00 2 .64
Total 104 100.00 208 100.00 312 100.00
Note. Two specialists and two agents did not provide a response to this question. 
“Respondents did not provide information specifying other race.
Respondents were asked to indicate their highest level o f education attained in one
of four response categories as listed in Table 10. A majority o f the specialists (n = 62,
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60.78%) reported having a Ph.D./Ed.D. The majority of agents (n = 161, 76.67%) 
reported having an M.S./M.Ed. These data are reported in Table 10.
In addition, respondents were provided the opportunity to report specifically what 
the “other” level of education was termed. The information provided to this query is 
summarized in the notation below Table 10.
Table 10
Highest Education Levels of Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents and 
Specialists
Educational Level Soecialists Agents Total
n % n % n %
B.S. 4 3.92 31 14.76 35 11.29
M.SVM.Ed. 34a 33.33 161 76.67 195 62.90
Phd./Ed.D. 62 60.78 4 1.90 66 21.29
Other 2b 1.96 12c 6.67 14 4.52
Total 102 100.00 208 100.00 310 100.00
Note. Four specialists and two agents did not provide a response to this question. 
a Three specialist respondents who reported M.S./M.Ed. reported further information: 2 
M.S. + 30, M.B.A., and M.A.
bOther educational levels reported by specialists included: D.V.M. and M.A. 
cOther educational levels reported by agents included: BA, B.S. + 27 graduate hours, B.
S. +36 graduate hours, BS + 40 hours, M.S.W., M..S. + specialization hours, (3) M..A., 
M..S. + 30, M.S. + 32 graduate hours and D.M.
For the program assignment characteristic, respondents were asked to report
percentage of work time spent in 4-H, Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS), Agriculture
and Natural Resources (ANR), Administrative (ADM), and Other. Response categories
were developed from the reported data for presentation. In addition, the reported range,
mean, and standard deviation for each o f the program assignment areas for respondents
are presented in Table 11.
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In examining the specialists regarding their percent program assignment, the 
program assignment area with the highest mean was ANR (mean =  75.38, SD = 26.80), 
and the program assignment area with the lowest mean was 4-H (mean = 26.73 SD = 
33.38). These findings are reported in Table 11.
The ANR assignment for agents (mean = 68.10, SD = 29.57) was the highest 
mean reported o f the reported percentages for program assignment by agents. The lowest 
percentages reported by agents for percent program assignment were Administration 
(ADM), mean = 24.67, (SD = 15.36) and Other, mean = 23.95, (SD = 16.80)
Table 11
Program Assignment of Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents and Specialists
Assignment___________ Specialists________________________ Agents
Range n Mean SD . Range n Mean SD
4-H 1-100% 60 26.73 33.38 1-100% 152 54.47 41.04
FCS 1-100% 25 47.20 39.00 1-100% 93 59.79 36.62
ANR 10-100% 45 75.38 26.80 1-100% 95 68.10 29.57
ADM 3-75% 35 27.54 20.18 1-90% 51 24.67 15.36
Other 2-100% 16 39.19 40.01 5-60% 23 23.95 16.80
Note. Data in Table 11 include respondents who reported at least 1% assignment for 
respective programs. For 4-H program, 46 specialists and 58 agents reported 0% 
assignment. For FCS program, 81 specialists andl42 agents reported 0% assignment.
For ANR program, 32 specialists and 115 agents reported 0% assignment. For ADM, 71 
specialists and 159 agents reported 0% assignment. For Other, 90 specialists and 191 
agents reported 0% assignment. Other specific responses appear in Appendix C.
Percent 4-H assignment range was 1 to 100% for the 60 specialists and 1 to 100% 
for the 152 agents who reported specific assignments in this program area. These data are 
reported in response categories in Table 12. In examining the specialists according to 4- 
H program assignment, a limited number o f  specialists reported the 76 to 100%
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assignment (n = 8,1.33%). The specialist response category with the highest level for 4- 
H was for 1 to 25% (n = 42, 70.00%).
The data for agent percent assignment was examined and reported in response 
categories. Approximately equal proportions o f agents reported 1 to 25% 4-H assignment 
(n = 62, 40.79%) and 75 to 100% 4-H assignment (n =64,42.11%).
Table 12
and Specialists






1-25 42 70.00 62 40.79 104 49.06
26-50 6 10.00 17 11.18 23 10.85
51-75 4 6.67 9 5.92 13 6.13
76-100 8 1.33 64 42.11 72 33.96
Total 60 100.00 152 100.00 212 100.00
Mean percent 4-H program assignment for agents was 54.47, (SD = 41.04) and 26.73, 
rSD = 33.38) for specialists. Response categories represented in above table are for 
respondents reporting at least some percent program assignment in 4-H.
Forty-six specialists and 58 agents did not report a 4-H assignment. Mean percent 
o f 4-H program assignment for agents and specialists reporting a 4-H assignment was 
54.47, rSD = 41.04) and 26.73, CSD = 33.38), respectively.
Percent Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS) program assignment, which 
ranged from 1 to 100% for the 25 specialists and 1 to 100% for the 68 agents who 
reported specific assignments in this program area, is reported in response categories in 
Table 13.
52
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
In examining the specialists for the FCS assignment, it was found that 11 
specialists (n =  11, 44.00%) reported 1 to 25% FCS program assignment. Only seven 
specialists reported 76 to 100% FCS assignment. In the 26 to 50% response category, 
three specialists (12.00%) reported an FCS assignment. Four specialists reported FCS 
percent assignment at the 51 to 75% level.
For FCS assignment reported by agents, there were 68 respondents who reported 
some percentage o f work in this area. Twenty-eight agents (41.18%) reported 76 to 
100% FCS program assignment. Eighteen agents (26.47%) reported 1 to 25% FCS 
assignment. Twelve agents (17.65%) reported 26 to 50% FCS assignment. Ten agents 
(14.71%) reported 51 to 75% FCS assignment.
Eighty-one specialists and 142 agents did not report any FCS assignment.
Mean percent FCS assignment reported for agents and specialists reporting an FCS 
assignment was 59.79, OSD = 36.62) and 47.20, (SD = 39.00), respectively.
Table 13
Extension Service Aeents and Specialists
% FCS Assignment Specialists Agents Total
n % n % n %
1-25 11 44.00 18 26.47 29 31.18
26-50 3 12.00 12 17.65 15 16.13
51-75 4 16.00 10 14.71 14 15.05
76-100 7 28.00 28 41.18 35 37.67
Total 25 100.00 68 100.00 93 100.00
(table cont.)
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Note. Eighty-one specialists and 142 agents did not report percentage o f FCS assignment. 
Mean percent FCS program assignment for agents was 59.79, (SD = 36.62) and 47.20, 
(SD = 39.00) for specialists. Response categories represented in above table are for 
respondents reporting at least some percent program assignment in FCS.
Percent program assignment for Agriculture and Natural Resources (ANR) ranged 
from 1 to 100% for the 73 specialists and 1 to 100% for the 95 agents who reported 
specific assignments in this program area.
The percent assignment results for ANR are reported in response categories and 
presented in Table 14.
For the response category 76 to 100 % ANR assignment, specialists (n = 45, 
61.64%) reported higher numbers and percentages than were reported for other levels of 
this assignment.
Only seven specialists who reported some ANR assignment selected the 1 to 25% 
response category (n =7, 9.59%). Eleven (15.07%) specialists reported 51 to 75% ANR 
assignment. Ten (13.70%) specialists reported 26 to 50% ANR assignment. The mean 
percent ANR assignment for specialists was 75.38, (SD = 26.80).
For the response category, 76 to 100% ANR assignment (n =  47, 49.47%), agents 
reported higher numbers and percentages than were reported for other levels o f this 
assignment.
Twenty-three agents (24.21%) reported 51 to 75% ANR assignment. Twelve 
agents (12.63%) reported 26 to 50% ANR assignment. Thirteen agents (13.68%) 
reported 1 to 25% ANR assignment. Mean percent ANR assignment for agents was 
66.10, (SD = 29.57).
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Table 14
Percent Agriculture and Natural Resources Program Assignment o f Louisiana 









1-25 7 9.59 13 13.68 20 11.93
26-50 10 13.70 12 12.63 22 13.10
51-75 11 15.07 23 24.21 34 20.24
76-100 45 61.64 47 49.47 92 54.76
Total 73 100.00 95 100.00 168 100.00
Note. Thirty-three specialists and 115 agents did not report percent ANR program 
assignment. Mean percent ANR program assignment for agents was 66.10, (SD = 29.57) 
and 75.38, (SD = 26.80) for specialists. Response categories represented in above table 
are for respondents reporting at least some percent program assignment in ANR.
Percent Administrative (ADM) assignment reported by respondents ranged from 1 
to 90% for the 52 agents and from 3 to 75% for the 35 specialists who reported specific 
assignments in this area. Data were examined in response categories (Table 15).
Percentages o f administration program assignment for the 1 to 25% category 
reported included responses by 22 specialists (62.86%). Only four specialists reported 51 
to 75% assignment and none reported 76 to 100% assignment.
A total o f 31 (60.78%) agents reported ADM percent assignment o f 1 to 25%. 
Nineteen agents (37.25%) reported 26 to 50% ADM percent assignment. Only one agent 
reported at the 76 to 90% ADM assignment and no agent reported 51 to 75% ADM 
assignment. Seventy-one specialists and 159 agents did not report percent ADM 
assignment. Mean percent ADM assignment for agents was 24.67, (SD = 15.36) and for 
specialists, 27.54, (SD = 20.18).
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Table 15
Percent Administration Assignment o f  Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents 
and Specialists








1-25 22 62.86 31 60.78 53 61.63
26-50 9 25.71 19 37.26 28 32.56
51-75 4 11.43 0 0.00 4 4.65
76-90 0 0.00 1 1.96 1 1.16
Total 35 100.00 51 100.00 86 100.00
Note. Seventy-one specialists and 159 agents did not report percent other program 
assignment. Mean percent ADM assignment for agents was 24.67, (SD = 15.36) and 
27.54 (SD = 20.18) for specialists. Response categories represented in above table are for 
respondents reporting at least some percent program assignment in ADM.
Percent Other Assignment ranged from 2 to 100% for the 22 specialists and 5 to 
60% 23 for the agents who reported specific other assignments. These data are presented 
in response categories in Table 16.
The category two to 25% Other Assignment was reported most frequently by 
specialists who responded to this item.
Mean percent other assignment for specialists was 39.19, (SD = 40.01). Most 
specialists (n = 90) did not report percent Other assignment.
The category 2 to 25% Other Assignment was also reported most frequently by 
agents who responded to this item. Mean percent Other program assignment for agents 
was reported to be 23.95, (SD = 16.80). Most agents (n = 191) did not report percent 
Other assignment.
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Table 16
Percent Other Assignment of Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service Agents and 
Specialists
% Other Assienment Snecialistsa Aeentsb Total
n % n % n %
2-25 12 54.55 18 78.26 30 66.67
26-50 1 4.55 3 13.04 4 8.89
51-75 1 4.55 2 8.70 3 6.67
76-100 8 36.36 0 0.00 8 17.77
Total 22 100.00 23 100.00 45 100.00
Note. Ninety specialists and 191 agents did not report Percent Other Assignment. Mean 
percent other program assignment for agents was 23.95, (SD = 16.80) and mean = 39.19, 
(SD = 40.01) for specialists. Response categories represented in above table are for 
respondents reporting at least some percent program assignment in Other assignment. 
“Specialist respondents provided specific information related to other assignments as 
reported in Appendix C.
bAgent respondents provided specific information related to other assignments as reported 
in Appendix C.
Objective 2
The second objective of this study was to determine the patterns of 
communication among agents of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as 
perceived by agents. Agents were asked to indicate the extent to which they used various 
methods o f communication for sending information to other agents and receiving 
information from other agents. The responses from agents were indicated on the survey 
instrument by a rating on a five point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 =  rarely, 3 = 
sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = very frequently). The responses on the rating scale 
were summarized as means and standard deviations for the group o f agents. The results 
are presented in Appendix D and in descending order by means in Tables 17 and 18.
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Email (unassisted), mean = 4.26, (SD = 1.00) and telephone(individual), mean = 
4.23, tSD = .71) were reported as the most often used methods of sending information to 
other agents (Table 17). The methods least used were distance communication system 
(mean = 1.61, SD = .89) and other (mean = 1.19, SD = .52).
Email (unassisted), mean = 4.19,(SD = 95) and telephone (individual), mean = 
3.92, OSD = .78) were also the methods by which agents received information most often 
from other agents. Furthermore, Other (mean = 1.17, SD = .56) and Distance 
Communication System (mean = 1.61, SD = .89) were the methods by which agents 
received information least often from other agents (Table 18).
Table 17
Send Information
Method o f Number of Extent of Use
Sendine Information Respondents
Meana SD
Email (unassisted) 204 4.26 1.00
Telephone (individual) 205 4.23 .71
Face-to-face (individual) 201 3.27 .84
Face-to-face (group) 199 3.05 .86
Facsimile (FAX) 204 3.00 .88
Written(memos, letters) 203 2.80 .95
Email (with assistance) 186 1.83 1.04
Telephone (conference call) 194 1.35 .65
Internal newsletter 198 1.68 .87
Distance Communication
System 196 1.61 .89
bOther 69 1.19 .52
“The responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 
5 = very frequently).
bOther specific methods were listed by 5 agents (Appendix E)
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Table 18






Extent o f Use
Mean3 SD
Email (unassisted) 202 4.19 .95
Telephone (individual) 204 3.92 .78
Face-to-face (individual) 201 3.24 .71
Face-to-face (group) 195 2.92 .73
Written (memos, letters) 202 2.92 .86
Facsimile (FAX) 203 2.85 .90
Email (with assistance) 190 2.10 1.25
Internal newsletter 196 1.93 .97
Distance Communication
System 195 1.88 .96
Telephone (conference call) 197 1.44 .75
bOther 47 1.17 .56
“The responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = 
very frequently).
bOther specific methods were listed by 3 agents (Appendix E).
Objective 3
The third objective of the study was to determine patterns of communication 
among specialists as perceived by specialists. Specialists were asked to indicate the 
extent to which they used various methods of communication for sending information to 
other specialists and receiving information from other specialists. The specialists’ 
responses were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a five point anchored 
scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = very frequently). 
These responses were summarized as means and standard deviations. The responses are 
presented in Tables 19 and 20 in descending order by means.
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Email (unassisted), mean = 4.31, (SD = .99) and telephone (individual), mean = 
4.15, (SD = .84) were reported as the most often used methods o f sending information to 
other specialists (Table 19). Communication by Other methods (mean = 1.45, SD =  .83) 
and Distance Communication Systems (mean =1.71, SD = .97) were reported as lowest 
for sending information among specialists.
Table 19
Patterns o f Communication Among Specialists as Perceived bv Specialists: Methods 
Used to Send Information
Method of Number of Extent o f Use
Sending Information Respondents
Mean4 SD
Email (unassisted) 101 4.31 .99
Telephone (individual) 101 4.15 .84
Face-to-face (individual) 101 3.85 .95
Face-to-face (group) 100 3.24 1.03
Written (memos, letters) 100 2.91 .93
Facsimile (FAX) 99 2.65 1.07
Internal newsletter 95 1.98 .92
Telephone (conference call) 99 1.83 1.02
Email (with assistance) 91 1.74 1.14
Distance Communication
System 96 1.72 .97
bOther 20 1.45 .83
“The responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 =  sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = 
very frequently).
b Other specific responses were listed by 4 specialists (Appendix E)
Email (unassisted), mean = 4.38, (SD = .85) and telephone (individual), mean = 
3.97, (SD = .83) were the most often used communication methods for receiving 
information among specialists (see Table 20). Telephone (conference call), mean =  1.71,
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fSD =  .85) and Communication by Other methods (mean — 1.22, SD = .55) were reported 
as lowest for receiving information among specialists.
Table 20
Used to Receive Information
Method of Number of Extent o f Use
Receivine Information Respondents
Mean2 SD
Email (unassisted) 101 4.38 .85
Telephone (individual) 101 3.97 .83
Face-to-face (individual) 102 3.75 .93
Face-to-face (group) 101 3.15 .97
Written (memos, letters) 99 3.07 .86
Facsimile (FAX) 100 2.54 .90
Internal newsletter 98 2.34 1.03
Distance Communication
System 97 1.92 .95
Email (with assistance) 97 1.88 1.21
Telephone (conference call) 101 1.71 .85
bOther 18 1.22 .55
i u v  x v jp v x iO v ij i i u m  u g v u u i  n v iv  muivuivu u u  uiv oux t v j  uiouuiiivut u j  u  lauxig u u  u 11 ▼ v
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 
5 = very frequently).
b Other specific responses were listed by 2 specialists (Appendix E)
Objective 4
Objective four of the study was to determine the patterns o f communication 
between agents and specialists o f  the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as 
perceived by the agents. Agents were asked to indicate the extent to which they used 
various methods of communication for sending information to and receiving information 
from specialists. The responses from the agents were indicated on the survey instrument 
by a rating on a five point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 =
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frequently, and 5 = very frequently). The responses on the rating scale were summarized 
as means and standard deviations for the group of agents.
The results o f the patterns o f communication for sending information between 
specialists and agents as perceived by agents are presented in descending order o f means 
and reported in Table 21. The data for receiving information between specialists and 
agents as perceived by the agents are presented in descending order of means and reported 
in Table 22. Summary o f patterns of communication is provided in Appendix C.
Telephone (individual), mean = 3.79, fSD = .84), email (unassisted), mean = 3.64, 
fSD = 1.09) and Face-to-face (individual), mean = 2.70, CSD = .90) were reported as the 
most often used communication methods for sending information to specialists (Table 
21).
Methods least often used for sending information to specialists were telephone 
(conference call), mean = 1.40, fSD = .66), Internal newsletter (mean = 1.59, SD = .87), 
and Other (mean = 1.04, SD = .20).
Methods o f communication used to receive information from specialists as 
perceived by agents are shown in Table 22. Email (unassisted) mean = 4.05, fSD = .95), 
telephone (individual), mean = 3.26, fSD = .92), and written (memos, letters); mean 
=3.05, fSD = 1.02) were the most often reported communication methods for receiving 
information from specialists (see Table 22).
Methods least reported by agent respondents for receiving information from 
specialists included email (with assistance, mean = 2.23, SD = 1.34), telephone 
(conference call), mean = 1.47, (SD = .79), and Other (mean = 1.09, SD = .35).
62
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 21
Patterns of Communication Between Specialists and Agents as Perceived bv Agents: 
Methods Used to Send Information
Method of Number of
Sending Information Respondents Extent o f Use
Mean* SD
Telephone (individual) 208 3.79 .84
Email (unassisted) 208 3.64 1.09
Face-to-face (individual) 206 2.70 .90
Facsimile (FAX) 204 2.68 .97
Written (memos, letters) 205 2.47 .94
Face-to-face (group) 199 2.33 .91
Email (with assistance) 195 1.90 1.09
Distance Communication
System 200 1.66 .89
Internal newsletter 199 1.59 .87
Telephone (conference call) 197 1.40 .66
bOther 49 1.04 .20
“The responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 
5 = very frequently).
bOther specific response was listed by agent (Appendix E).
Objective 5
The fifth objective o f the study was to determine the patterns of communication 
between agents and specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as 
perceived by specialists. Specialists were asked to indicate the extent to which they used 
various methods o f communication for sending information to agents and receiving 
information from agents.
The responses from the specialists were indicated on the survey instrument by a 
rating on a five point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes,
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4 = frequently, and 5 =  very frequently). The responses on the rating scale were 
summarized as means and standard deviations for the group o f  specialists.
The results for sending information to agents as reported by specialists are 
presented in Table 23 in descending order by means. The results for receiving 
information from agents as reported by specialists are presented in descending order by 
means in Table 24.
Table 22
Methods Used to Receive Information
Method of Number of
Receivine Information Respondents Extent o f Use
Mean® SD
Email (unassisted) 207 4.05 .95
Telephone (individual) 207 3.26 .92
Written (memos, letters) 208 3.05 1.02
Face-to-face (individual) 208 2.72 .86
Face-to-face (group) 204 2.59 .87
Internal newsletter 205 2.57 1.10
Facsimile (FAX) 205 2.45 .97
Distance Communication
System 199 2.33 1.07
Email (with assistance) 193 2.23 1.34
Telephone (conference call) 199 1.47 .79
bOther 46 1.09 .35
aThe responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a  five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 =  sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 
5 = very frequently).
bOther specific responses were listed by 3 agents (Appendix E)
Telephone (individual), mean = 4.47, (SD =.64), email (unassisted), mean = 4.39, 
(SD = .91), and face-to-face (individual), mean = 3.76, (SD = .87) were reported as the
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most often used communication methods reported by specialist respondents for sending 
information to agents. Telephone (conference call), mean = 1.70, (SD = .93) and email 
(with assistance), mean = 1.95, (SD = 1.26) were the methods of communication least 
utilized by specialists (mean = 1.70, SD = .93) for sending information to agents.
Telephone (individual), mean = 4.26, (SD -  .70), email (unassisted), mean = 4.03, 
(SD = .94), and face-to-face (individual), mean = 3.54, (SD = .81) were the 
most often used communication methods reported by specialist respondents for receiving 
information from agents. The least reported methods to send information to agents as 
perceived by specialists included Distance Communication System (mean = 2.03, SD = 
1.33), telephone (conference call), mean = 1.84,(SD = 1.01), and Other (mean = 1.54, SD 
= 1.10) (Table 24).
Table 23
Patterns o f Communication Between Specialists and Agents as Perceived bv Specialists: 
Methods Used to Send Information
Method o f Number of
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“The responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = 
very frequently).
bOther specific types o f communication were reported by 11 specialists. These data are 
available in Appendix E.
Table 24
Methods Used to Receive Information
Method of Number of
Receiving Information Respondents Extent o f  Use
Mean® SD
Telephone (individual) 104 4.26 .70
Email (unassisted) 104 4.03 .94
Face-to-face (individual) 104 3.54 .81
Face-to-face (group) 102 3.21 .91
Written (memos, letters) 103 3.03 .99
Facsimile (FAX) 104 2.89 .94
Internal newsletter 100 2.05 1.01
Email (with assistance) 94 2.03 1.33
Distance Communication
System 98 1.84 1.01
Telephone (conference call) 102 1.64 .91
bOther 26 1.54 1.10
“The responses from agents were indicated on the survey instrument by a rating on a  five 
point anchored scale (1= very rarely, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = 
very frequently).
bOther specific responses were listed by 5 specialists (Appendix E)
Objective 6
Objective six o f the study was to determine and compare the effectiveness o f 
communication as perceived by agents and specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service. Forty-nine communication statements in section three o f the survey 
instrument were designed for response by agents and specialists using a seven point 
Likert-type scale o f agreement-disagreement. Points on the scale were 1 = strongly
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disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = slightly agree, 6 
= moderately agree, and 7 = strongly agree. Forty-four statements were positively worded 
and five statements were negatively worded. An interpretive response scale for means 
derived from the Likert-type scale was established according to the following 
classification: 1.50 or less = strongly disagree, 1.51-2.50 = moderately disagree, 2.51-3.50 
= slightly disagree, 3.51- 4.50 = neutral, 4.51-5.50 = slightly agree, 5.51-6.50 = 
moderately agree, and 6.51-7.0 = strongly agree. The responses o f agents and specialists 
to the 49 communication statements summarized as means and standard deviations and 
classified according to the interpretive response scale are presented in Appendix C. 
Twenty-two statements had means that were classified as moderately agree, 18 statements 
had means that were classified as slightly agree, eight statements had means that were 
classified as neutral, and one statement had a mean that was classified as slightly 
disagree.
The researcher used factor analysis to further summarize the information 
regarding the responses to the 49 communication statements by the agents and specialists. 
Negatively worded items were reverse coded in the factor analysis. (See Appendix F)
The factor analysis procedure was used to determine if  primary underlying 
constructs could be identified in the scale. Principal components analysis with a varimax 
rotation method was the analysis procedure used. Determining the optimum number of 
factors to be extracted from the scale was the first step in conducting the factor analysis.
A combination o f the latent root criterion and the scree test criterion was used to 
determine the number o f factors to be five. Factor analysis are in Table 25.
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Table 25
Factor Analysis o f the Effectiveness of Communication as Perceived bv Agents and 
Specialists for Sub-scale Factors
Items in Communication with 
Immediate Supervisor 
27.9% o f variance explained
FI*
Sub-scale Factors and Loadings 
F2b F3C F4d F5*
My immediate supervisor listens 
to me.
.92 .15 .09 .15 .02
I trust my immediate supervisor. .90 .16 .13 .16 .05
My relationship with my 
immediate supervisor is satisfying.
.90 .15 .14 .14 .08
My immediate supervisor is 
honest with me.
.90 .14 .12 .18 .07
I am free to disagree with my 
immediate supervisor.
.87 .12 .12 .14 .07
I can tell my immediate supervisor 
when things are going wrong.
.86 .03 .13 .19 .03
My immediate supervisor is friendly 
with his/her subordinates.
.83 .07 .14 .13 .05
My immediate supervisor praises me 
for a good job.
.82 .02 .14 .14 .12
Staff conferences in my unit are 
conducted in an open manner. .65 .14 .05 .38 .04
Items in Communication Interactions 
11.2% of variance explained
FI*
Sub-scale Factors and Loadings 
F2b F3C F4d F5'
Agents communicate with 
specialists in a positive manner.
.09 .80 .03 .03 .10
Specialists communicate with 
agents in a positive manner.
.03 .71 .12 .17 .17
(table cont.)
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Items in Communication Interactions
11.2% o f  variance explained Sub-scale Factors and Loadings
_______________________________________ FI* F2b F3C F4d F5e
Agent educational programs are 
effectively presented.
.09 .68 .12 .22 .09
I experience helpful assistance 
from agents with my problems.
.18 .68 .01 .20 .18
Agents are sensitive to 
cultural differences.
.09 67 .08 .26 .07
Specialists are sensitive 
to cultural differences.
.02 .64 .17 .11 .05
I experience helpful assistance 
from specialists with my problems.
.08 .64 .15 .13 .23
Specialist educational programs 
are effectively presented.
.10 .64 .18 .02 18
Agents have an appreciation 
for the role o f  specialists.
.14 .62 .15 .04 .17
The agents I need to interact with 
are readily available.
.09 .44 .09 .19 .17
Specialists have an appreciation 
for the role o f  agents.
.12 .41 .36 .10 29
Items in Statewide Communication 
6.4% of variance explained
FI*
Sub-scale Factors and Loadings 
F2b F3C F4d F5e
Top management is sincere in their 
efforts to communicate with 
employees.
.15 .07 .85 .08 .23
I trust top management in 
the Extension Service.
.17 .11 .84 .05 .17
My relationship with top 
management is satisfying
.16 .09 .81 .07 .22
My organization encourages 
differences o f  opinion.
.30 .09 .64 .35 .05
I have a say in decisions 
that affect my job.
.25 .09 .63 .47 .05
(table cont.)
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Advancement opportunities are 
communicated effectively within 
the organization.
.26 .09 .61 .18 .04
Faculty communication through 
professional associations is effective
.06 .24 .41 29 .17
Distance learning has been effectively 
utilized for communication.
.08 .17 .31 .22 .10
Items in Communication 
within Unit
44.7 % o f  variance explained
F I1
Sub-scale Factors and Loadings 
F2b F3C F4d F5e
My co-workers get along with 
each other.
.33 .02 .11 .71 .16
My relationship with my 
co-workers is satisfying
.36 .03 .08 .70 .17
I trust my co-workers. .36 .04 .17 .70 .19
The frequency o f work related 
communication with faculty 
in my unit is appropriate to 
meet my job needs.
.37 .09 .16 .58 .15
I influence operations in my 
unit or department.
.36 .05 .37 .51 .03
Coordination of shared equipment 
is communicated in an organized 
manner.
.48 .20 .08 .47 .05
Technological changes have been 
incorporated to enhance my work effort
.04 .14 .20 .46 .02
“Program changes impacting 
responsibilities within my unit are 
communicated effectively.
.46 .12 .30 .44 .12
Items in Program Planning and Reporting 
4.1% o f variance explained Sub-scale Factors and Loadings 
FI* F2b F3C F4d F5*
Advisory committee work 
includes effective collaboration 
with specialists.
.002 .16 .21 .08 .74
Advisory committee work 
includes effective collaboration, 
with agents
.04 .17 .19 .17 .67
(table cont.)
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Planning educational programs .04 .15 .13 -.05 .66
involves collaboration with 
specialists.
Planning educational programs .10 .17 .10 .22 .64
involves collaboration with agents.
Program reporting is well .04 .33 .17 .07 .48
coordinated by specialists.
hThe parish strategic planning .01 .23 .48 .02 .40
forums enhanced the communication 
between agents and specialists.
Program reporting is well coordinated .08 .34 .07 .20 .38
by agents.
aSub-scale factor Communication with Immediate Supervisor 
bSub-scale factor Communication Interactions 
cSub-scale factor Statewide Communication 
dSub-scale factor Communication within Unit 
cSub-scaIe factor Program Planning and Reporting
Statement appeared to group better with sub-scale factor F4 (.47) even though the FI, 
Communication with Immediate Supervisor, (.48) loading was slightly higher. 
Statement appeared to group better with sub-scale factor F4 (.44) even though the FI, 
Communication with Immediate Supervisor, (.46) loading was slightly higher. 
hStatement appeared to group better with sub-scale factor F5 (,40) even though the F3, 
Statewide Communication (.48) was higher.
Each o f the five sub-scale factors reported in Table 25 includes the factor, the
label of the factor based on content of items included in the factor, the percentage o f
variance explained by each factor, and factor loadings for each item. The five sub-scale
factors were labeled by the researcher as “Communication with Immediate Supervisor,”
“Communication Interactions,” “Statewide Communication,” “Communication within
Unit,” and “Program Planning and Reporting.”
Factor 1 (FI), Communication with Immediate Supervisor included the following
nine items: My immediate supervisor listens to me, I trust my immediate supervisor, My
relationship with my immediate supervisor is satisfying, My immediate supervisor is
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honest with me, I am free to disagree with my immediate supervisor, I can tell my 
immediate supervisor when things are going wrong, My immediate supervisor is friendly 
with his/her subordinates, My immediate supervisor praises me for a good job, Staff 
conferences in my unit are conducted in an open manner. The factor loadings for the first 
factor (FI), Communication with Immediate Supervisor, ranged from a high o f .92 to a 
low o f  .65 and explained 27.9% of variance in the scale.
An additional 11.2% of the overall scale variance was explained by the second 
factor which was labeled Communication Interactions between and among agents and 
specialists. Eleven items for the second factor (F2), Communication Interaction, 
included: Agents communicate with specialists in a positive manner, Specialists 
communicate with agents in a positive manner, Agent educational programs are 
effectively presented, I experience helpful assistance from agents with my problems, 
Agents are sensitive to cultural differences, Specialists are sensitive to cultural 
differences, I experience helpful assistance from specialists with my problems, Specialist 
educational programs are effectively presented, Agents have an appreciation for the role 
o f specialists, The agents I need to interact with are readily available, Specialists have an 
appreciation for the role o f agents. The factor loadings for Factor 2 ranged from a high of 
.80 to a low o f .41.
Statewide Communication was the third factor identified in the scale (Table 25). 
This Factor 3 (F3), Statewide Communication, explained 6.4% of the variance and 
included the following eight items: Top management is sincere in their efforts to 
communicate with employees, I trust top management in the Extension Service, My
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relationship with top management is satisfying, My organization encourages differences 
o f opinion, I have a say in decisions that affect my job, Advancement opportunities are 
communicated effectively within the organization, Faculty communication through 
professional associations is effective, and Distance learning has been effectively utilized 
for communication. The factor loadings for F3 ranged from a high of .85 to a low o f .31.
The fourth factor (F4), Communication Within Unit, dealt with items related to 
Communication within Unit (Table 25) and explained 4.7% o f the variance in the overall 
scale. There were eight items in this factor: M y co-workers get along with each other, 
My relationship with my co-workers is satisfying, I trust my co-workers, The frequency 
o f work-related communication with faculty in my unit is appropriate to meet my job 
needs, I influence operations in my unit or department, Coordination o f shared 
equipment is communicated in an organized manner, Technological changes have been 
incorporated to enhance my work effort, and Program changes impacting responsibilities 
within my unit are communicated effectively. The factor loadings for F4 ranged from a 
high o f .71 to a low o f .44 as reported in Table 25.
The fifth factor (F5), Program Planning and Reporting, explained 4.1% o f  the 
overall scale variance and included seven items: Advisory committee work includes 
effective collaboration with specialists, Advisory committee work includes effective 
collaboration with agents, Planning educational programs involves collaboration with 
specialists, Planning educational programs involves collaboration with agents, Program 
reporting is well coordinated by specialists, Program reporting is well coordinated by 
agents, and The parish strategic planning forums enhanced the communication between
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agents and specialists. The factor loadings for F5 ranged from a high o f .74 to a low o f
.38 (Table 25).
The means and standard deviations of the sub-scale factors are presented in Table 
27. The 49 communication statements in the third section o f the survey instrument were 
designed for response by agents and specialists using a seven point Likert-type scale o f 
agreement-disagreement. Points on the scale were 1 =  strongly disagree, 2 = moderately 
disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, and 7 
=  strongly agree. Forty-four statements were positively worded and five statements were 
negatively worded.
An interpretive response scale for means derived from the Likert-type scale was 
established according to the following classification: 1.50 or less = strongly disagree,
1.51-2.50 = moderately disagree, 2.51-3.50 = slightly disagree, 3.51-4.49 = neutral, 
4.50-5.49 = slightly agree, 5.50-6.49 = moderately agree, and 6.50-7.0 = strongly agree. 
The responses to the 49 communication statements as summarized by sub-scale factors 
and reported highest to lowest mean are presented in Table 26, along with standard 
deviations and classified according to the interpretive response scale. Higher means 
reflect a perception o f more effective communication and lower means reflect a 
perception o f less effective communication since all except five of the communication 
statements were positively worded and agreement with those statements signified 
effective communication. With regard to the negative statements, these were reverse 
coded in the factor analysis. Hence, higher levels o f  agreement with all 49 statements 
would imply more effective communication.
74
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
From Table 26 it can be observed that Communication with Immediate Supervisor 
had the highest mean (mean = 5.88, SD = 1.34) which is indicative o f the highest level o f 
effectiveness. Statewide Communication had the lowest mean (mean = 4.63, SD = 1.25.
Table 26
Perceptions o f Specialists and Agents Regarding Communication Effectiveness as 
Revealed bv Sub-scale Factor Scores
Sub-scale Factors Number of Items Mean1 SD Classificationb
Communication
with Immediate Supervisor
9 5.88 1.34 Moderately agree
Communications within Unit 8 5.49 1.11 Slightly agree
Communication Interactions 11 5.39 .94 Slightly agree
Program Planning and Reporting 7 5.17 .91 Slightly agree
Statewide Communication 8 4.63 1.25 Slightly agree
“Response scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree,
4 = neutral, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, and 7 = strongly agree. 
bClassification: 1.50 or less = strongly disagree, 1.51-2.50 = moderately disagree, 2.51- 
3.50 = slightly disagree, 3.51-4.49 = neutral, 4.50-5.49 = slightly agree, 5.50-6.49 = 
moderately agree, 6.50-7.0 = strongly agree.
To further study communication effectiveness, the sub-scale factors were 
compared for specialists and agents. Table 27 presents a comparison of specialists and 
agents responses summarized for the five sub-scale factors as means and standard 
deviations with t-test values, degrees of freedom, and probability. Program Planning and 
Reporting was the only sub-scale factor to reveal a significant difference (t 312 = 2.61, £_= 
.009) between specialists and agents. Specialists (mean = 5.37, SD = .89) perceived 
Program Planning and Reporting in the organization to be more effective than agents 
(mean = 5.09, SD = .89) in this study.
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Table 27
Comparison o f Specialists and Agents on Five Sub-scale Factors
Sub-scale Factors n Mean SD t df D




















































Objective seven o f this study was to determine if  relationships exist between 
reported frequency o f contacts and perceived communication effectiveness o f specialists 
and agents.
Agents and specialists were asked to indicate in a typical month approximately 
how many times they contacted their peers outside the unit by responding to one o f the 
following questions: (agents only) In a typical month, approximately how many times do 
you contact parish agents in other parishes regarding extension programs? Or (specialists 
only) In a typical month, approximately how many times do you contact specialists 
outside your unit regarding extension programs? These data were examined in response 
categories for reporting. Table 28 presents the distribution of agents and specialists
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outside your unit regarding extension programs? These data were examined in response 
categories for reporting. Table 28 presents the distribution o f agents and specialists 
according to categories of number o f  contacts and Table 29 presents the mean number o f 
contacts for specialists and agents.
The data in Table 28 show that the category o f 0-10 contacts received the largest 
percentage o f responses in both groups (agents: n = 150, 71.77%) and (specialists: n = 54, 
59.34%). The category 90-110 contacts received the least response from both agents (n = 
1, .48%) and specialists (n = 4, 4.40%).
Table 28
Work Related Communication Contacts Outside Unit Reported by Agents and Specialists 
in a Typical Month
Number o f Agent to Agent Specialist to Specialist Total
Reported Contacts Contacts Contacts
in a typical month n % n % n
0-10 150 71.77 54 59.34 204
11-20 45 21.53 17 18.68 62
21-30 10 4.78 8 8.79 18
31-40 1 .48 1 1.10 2
41-50 2 .96 7 7.69 9
90-110 1 .48 4 4.40 5
Total 209 100.00 91 100.00 300
Note. One agent and 15 specialists did not respond to this question.
In Table 29, the average peer related work contacts reported outside the unit were 
17.65 for specialists and 9.69 for agents.
Thus, specialists averaged nearly twice as many peer related work contacts 
outside the unit as agents.
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Table 29
Average Peer Related Work Contacts Outside Unit in a Typical Month
Number o f Work Related
Reported Contacts Agent to Agent Specialist to Specialist
Outside Unit Contacts Contacts
Mean 9.69 17.65
Standard Deviation 10.78 21.56
Another aspect o f  objective 7 was the relationship between reported frequency o f 
peer contacts outside the unit and perceived communication effectiveness of agents and 
specialists (see Table 30).
This relationship was studied for the sub-scale factors and reported frequency of 
contacts using Pearsons’ Product Moment Correlation. Interpretation o f the correlation 
coefficient was done according to Davis’ set of descriptors. "Correlation and 
relationship are synonyms for association" (Davis, 1971, p. 49). The Davis descriptors 
and coefficients are as follows:
Descriptor Coefficient
Very strong positive association .70 or higher
Substantial positive association .50 to .69
Moderate positive association .30 to .49
Low positive association .10 to .29
Negligible positive association .01 to .09
No association .00
Negligible negative association -.01 to -.09
Low negative association -.10 to -.29
Moderate negative association -.30 to -.49
Substantial negative association -.50 to -.69
Very strong negative association -.70 or lower
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Table 30
Relationship Between Reported Frequency of Peer Contacts Outside Unit and Perceived









.03 209 .67 .02 91 .87
Communication Interactions -.03 208 .67 .07 90 -.51
State wide Communication .05 209 .48 .16 91 .14
Communication within Unit .07 209 .31 .04 91 .70
Program Planning and Reporting .03 209 .67 .04 91 .69
None o f the relationships between reported frequency o f specialist to specialist 
contacts outside unit and the sub-scale factors was significant.
Ninety specialists responded to the sub-scale factor Communication Interaction. 
Ninety one specialists responded to the other four sub-scale factors. These data are 
presented in Table 30.
The relationship between reported frequency o f agent to agent contacts outside 
unit and perceived communication effectiveness as measured by the sub-scale factors was 
not significant for any o f  the sub-scale factors as revealed by Pearsons’ Product Moment 
Correlation.
For the sub-scale factor Communication Interactions there were 208 agent 
respondents. There were 209 agent respondents for the other four sub-scale factors.
These data are indicated in Table 30.
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Objective 8
Objective eight was to determine if relationships exist between the perceived 
effectiveness o f communication among agents and the following selected demographic 
characteristics: years o f service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program 
assignment. Relationships between the sub-scale factors o f  perceived communication 
effectiveness and the variables age, years of service and percent program assignment 
were analyzed by Pearsons’ Product Moment Correlation. Interpretation of the 
correlation coefficient was done according to Davis’ set o f descriptors (Davis, 1971). 
Differences in the means o f the sub-scale factors by gender, race, and educational 
attainment were tested by the t test for two levels o f a variable and by analysis o f variance 
(ANOVA) for variables with more than two levels.
The relationships between sub-scale factors and years o f service by agents are 
presented in Table 31. In this table results of the Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation 
analysis for the sub-scale factors and years o f service o f agents are presented. One 
significant relationship was that between Communication Interactions and years o f 
service (_r = .14, p  = .04). From this finding it may be inferred that as years o f service 
increases, communication interactions were perceived as more effective by agent 
respondents. According to the Davis’ set of descriptors (Davis, 1971) this is a low 
association.
A second significant relationship was that between Program Planning and 
Reporting and years o f service ( r =.17, p  = .01). It can be inferred from this finding that 
as years o f service o f agents increases, agents’ perceptions o f  the communication
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effectiveness o f Program Planning and Reporting increases. However, according to
Davis, this is a low association.
Table 31
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Years o f Service o f  Agents
Sub-scale Factors r n p
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .09 208 .20
Communication Interactions .14 206 .04
Statewide Communication -.01 208 .93
Communication within Unit .06 208 .38
Program Planning and Reporting .17 208 .01
Table 32 reveals relationships between sub-scale factors and age o f agents. 
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation was used for analysis o f the sub-scale factors and 
age o f  agents. As seen from this table, Communication with Immediate Supervisor and 
age o f  agents was found to be statistically significant ( r = .13, p  =  .05) meaning that as 
age o f  agents increased, Communication with Immediate Supervisor was perceived to be 
more effective. This positive relationship had a low association according to Davis’ 
descriptors. Also presented in this table are sub-scale factors Communication 
Interactions and Program Planning and Reporting which resulted in statistically 
significant findings. As age o f agents increased, Communication Interactions (_r = .14, p  
= .04) and the Program Planning and Reporting ( r = .19, p  = .006) were rated as more 
effective. Both o f these were low associations according to Davis’ descriptors.
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Table 32
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Age o f  Agents
Sub-scale Factors r n V
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .13 207 .05
Communication Interactions .14 205 .04
Statewide Communication .12 207 .09
Communication within Unit .11 207 .10
Program Planning and Reporting .19 207 .006
Relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 4-H program assignment of
agents are indicated in Table 33.
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation was used for analysis o f  the sub-scale 
factors and percent 4-H program assignment o f agents with < 0% 4-H assignment.
The relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 4-H program assignment 
by agents were statistically significant for Communication with Immediate Supervisor (_r 
= -.24, p  = .002), Communication Interactions (_r = -.25, p = .002), Statewide 
Communication ( r = -. 17, p =  .04), and Program Planning and Reporting ( r  = -.19, p = 
.02).
As the percent 4-H program assignment increased, there was a decrease in the 
effectiveness rating for all four o f  these sub-scale factors.
The Davis’ descriptors indicated a low negative association for the above 
associations.
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Table 33
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent 4-H Pro pram Assignment o f
Agents.
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor -.24 152 .002
Communication Interactions -.25 150 .002
Statewide Communication -.17 152 .04
Communication within Unit -.06 152 .44
Program Planning and Reporting -.19 152 .02
Table 34 shows the relationships between sub-scale factors and percent Family 
and Consumer Sciences program assignment of agents. Pearson’s Product Moment 
Correlation was used for analysis o f the sub-scale factors and percent FCS program 
assignment o f agents with > 0% FCS assignment. None o f the results from Table 34 
yielded significant results with sub-scale factors and agents by percent Family and 
Consumer Sciences program assignment.
Table 34
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Family Consumer Sciences 
Program Assignment o f Agents
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .03 68 .80
Communication Interactions -.09 67 .48
Statewide Communication .004 68 .97
Communication within Unit .08 68 .53
Program Planning and Reporting .10 68 .43
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In Table 35 relationships between sub-scale factors and percent Agriculture and 
Natural Resources assignment are provided. Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation was 
used for analysis o f the sub-scale factors and percent ANR program assignment o f agents 
with > 0% ANR assignment. Sub-Scale Factor Program Planning and Reporting ( r  = 
.32, p  = .001) Communication Interactions ( r = .23, p  =  .03) showed statistically 
significant associations with percent ANR program assignment of agents. The higher the 
percent o f the program assignment, the higher the effectiveness rating on Program 
Planning and Reporting and Communication Interactions. These were moderate positive 
and low positive associations respectively.
Table 35
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Agriculture and Natural Resources 
Program Assignment o f Agents
Sub-scale Factors______________________________ r___________ n___________ p.
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .01 95 .93
Communication Interactions .23 94 .03
Statewide Communication .12 95 .25
Communication within Unit .08 95 .45
Program Planning and Reporting .32 95 .001
Data in Table 36 depict relationships between sub-scale factors and 
percent administration assignment by agents. Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation was 
used for this analysis o f the sub-scale factors.
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Table 36
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Administration Assignment o f
Aeents
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .13 51 .38
Communication Interactions .15 51 .30
Statewide Communication .21 51 .14
Communication within Unit .07 51 .60
Program Planning and Reporting .11 51 .45
No significant relationships were revealed by the analysis between sub-scale 
factors and percent administration assignment o f agents (Table 36).
Relationships between sub-scale factors and percent Other assignment by agents 
are provided in Table 37.
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation was used for analysis of the sub-scale 
factors and percent other program assignment by agents with > 0 % Other program 
assignment. No significant relationships were found between sub-scale factors and 
percent Other program assignment o f agents.
Results of the analysis o f the differences in sub-scale factors by gender of agents 
are shown in Table 38. Information in Table 39 includes data on male and female agents 
and the t - values, degrees o f freedom, and probabilities for each sub-scale factor. There 
was one significant finding by gender of agents as indicated in Table 38. For 
Communication with Immediate Supervisor, the male agents (mean = 6.10, SD =1.18)
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perceived communication with immediate supervisors to be more effective than did 
female agents (mean =  5.71, SD =  1.44) as indicated by (t 202.94 = 2.12 , p  = .04).
Table 37
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Other Program Assignment o f 
Agents
Sub-scale Factors r n p
Communication with Immediate Supervisor -.25 19 .30
Communication Interactions -.03 19 .90
Statewide Communication .04 19 .87
Communication within Unit -.15 19 .54
Program Planning and Reporting . 2 0 19 .41
Table 38








Immediate Supervisor 100 
1202.94= 2.12, p  = .04
6 . 1 0 1.18 108 5.71 1.44
Communication Interactions 99 
1200.99 = 1 -28, p = . 2 0
5.52 .80 107 5.36 .97
Statewide Communication 100
1206 = -1-08, p  = .28
4.52 1.19 108 4.70 1.24
Communication within Unit 100 
1206 = --24,_p = .81
5.47 1 . 1 0 108 5.51 1.17
Program Planning and 
Reporting 100 5.09 .90 108 5.07 . 8 8
1206 — -20, p  — .84
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Results o f  the analysis of the differences in sub-scale factors by education level o f  
agents are shown in Table 39. Information in the table includes the sub-scale factors by 
education level o f agents, and the F ratios, degrees o f freedom, and probability for each 
factor. No significant differences were observed in sub-scale factors by education level 
as indicated by the value and probability levels.
Table 39








Communication with Immediate Supervisor .39 3 204 .76
Communication Interactions .47 3 202 .71
Statewide Communication 2.32 3 204 08
Communication within Unit .46 3 204 70
Program Planning and Reporting .23 3 204 87
Table 40 indicates relationships between sub-scale factors and race o f agents. 
Information in the table includes for each o f the sub-scale factors, t values, degrees o f 
freedom, and the probability for each factor. As reported in Table 40, there were 
significant differences in two factors.
Statewide Communication (t206 = -3.47, p =.001) and Program Planning and 
Reporting ( t ^  = -2.53, p = .01) were found to be significantly different by race o f agents. 
This finding suggests that black agents (mean = 5.40, SD =  1.15) perceived 
Communication Interactions as more effective than white agents (mean = 4.51, SD =
87
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1.19); and that black agents (mean = 5.51, SD = .93) perceived Program Planning and
Reporting as more effective than white agents (mean = 5.02, SD =  .87).
Table 40









hoe = --26, p  = .80
184 5.89 1.36 24 5.96 1.10
Communication Interactions 
1204 =  ">12, p  = .90
183 5.43 .86 23 5.46 1.15
Statewide Communication 
1206 = -3.47, p  = .001
184 4.51 1.19 24 5.40 1.15
Communication within Unit 
I206 =  -1 -72,e  = -09
184 5.44 1.14 24 5.86 .98
Program Planning and 
Reporting 
I206 =  -2.53,e  = .01
184 5.02 .87 24 5.51 .93
Objective 9
The ninth objective o f this study was to determine if  relationships exist in the 
perceived effectiveness o f communication among specialists by categories o f the 
following selected demographic characteristics: years of service, age, gender, race, 
educational attainment, and program assignment.
Relationships between the sub-scale factors o f perceived communication 
effectiveness and the variables age, years o f service, and percent program assignment 
were analyzed by Pearsons’ Product Moment Correlation. Interpretation o f the
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correlation coefficient was done according to Davis’ set o f descriptors (Davis, 1971). 
Differences in the means o f the sub-scale factors by gender, race, and educational 
attainment were tested by the t-test for two levels o f a variable and by analysis o f 
variance (ANOVA) for variables with more than two levels.
Relationships between sub-scale factors and years of service o f specialists are 
depicted in Table 41. In this table results o f the Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation 
analysis for the sub-scale factors and years o f service o f specialists are presented. One of 
the relationships between sub-scale factors and years o f service of specialists as presented 
in Table 41 was significant with low association, namely, Communication Interactions (_r 
= .20, g  = .05). From these data, it may be inferred that as years o f service for specialists 
increased, communication interactions were perceived as being more effective.
Table 41
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Years o f Service of Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor -.09 102 .37
Communication Interactions .20 101 .05
Statewide Communication -.02 102 .85
Communication within Unit -.01 102 .96
Program Planning and Reporting .11 102 .29
Table 42 provides information on the relationships between sub-scale factors and
age o f specialists. The Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation analysis for the sub-scale 
factors and age o f  specialists was used. Two o f  these relationships with sub-scale factors 
were statistically significant. The Communication Interactions ( r  = .23, g  =  .02) and
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factors and age o f specialists was used. Two o f  these relationships with sub-scale factors 
were statistically significant. The Communication Interactions ( r = .23, p = .02) and 
Program Planning and Reporting (j; = .23, p  = .02) sub-scale factors and specialists by 
age had a positive association.
As the age o f  the specialist increased, the Communication Interactions and 
Program Planning and Reporting sub-scale factors were perceived to be more effective. 
Interpretation o f the correlation coefficients for both o f  these is one o f low association 
according to Davis’ set o f descriptors.
Table 42
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Age o f  Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n P
Communication with Immediate Supervisor -.03 102 .80
Communication Interactions .23 101 .02
Statewide Communication .01 102 .92
Communication within Unit .03 102 .76
Program Planning and Reporting .23 102 .02
Table 43 contains relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 4-H 
program assignment by specialists. The Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation analysis 
for the sub-scale factors and percent 4-H program assignment of specialists was used in
Table 43.
A description o f  relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 4-H program 
assignment by specialists shows that a significantly different negative association exists 
between Communication Interactions (_r = -.27, p  = .04) and percent 4-H program 
assignment by specialists. As the percent of 4-H program assignment
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increases, the perception o f  Communication Interactions decreases for specialists. 
Interpretation o f the correlation coefficient for this relationship is one o f low association 
according to Davis’ set o f  descriptors.
Table 43
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent 4-H Program Assignment o f 
Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .04 60 .74
Communication Interactions -.27 59 .04
Statewide Communication .17 60 .20
Communication within Unit .01 60 .96
Program Planning and Reporting .05 60 .69
Table 44 presents data on relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 
Family Consumer Sciences Program Assignment by specialists. The Pearson’s Product 
Moment Correlation analysis for the sub-scale factors and percent FCS program 
assignment of specialists was used in Table 44. There were no significant associations 
between sub-scale factors and percent FCS assignment o f specialists.
In Table 45, data depicting relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 
Agriculture and Natural Resources Program Assignment o f specialists are presented. The 
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation analysis for the sub-scale factors and percent 
ANR assignment o f specialists was used. This table does not reveal any significant 
associations in the examination o f sub-scale factors and specialists by percent ANR.
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Table 44
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Family Consumer Sciences
Program Assignment by Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor -.25 25 .22
Communication Interactions -.24 24 .27
Statewide Communication -.12 25 .58
Communication within Unit -.24 25 .25
Program Planning and Reporting -.03 25 .89
Table 45
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Agriculture and Natural Resources
Assignment bv Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n V
Communication with Immediate Supervisor -.05 74 .64
Communication Interactions -.03 73 .83
Statewide Communication -.13 74 .27
Communication within Unit -.10 74 .41
Program Planning and Reporting .08 74 .51
A description of relationships between sub-scale factors and percent
administration assignment by specialists is presented in Table 46 The Pearson’s Product 
Moment Correlation analysis for the sub-scale factors and percent administration 
assignment o f specialists is shown in Table 46. The data reveal one significant 
relationship in the association between sub-scale factors and the percentage o f 
administration assignment by specialists, Communications Interactions ( r  =  -.36, p
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=.04). This finding suggests that as percent administration assignment o f specialists 
increases, there was a decrease in perceived effectiveness o f  Communication Interactions. 
This was a moderate negative relationship according to Davis’ descriptors.
Table 46
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Administration Assignment bv 
Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n D
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .07 35 .69
Communication Interactions -.36 35 .04
Statewide Communication .24 35 .16
Communication within Unit .21 35 .22
Program Planning and Reporting -.11 35 .52
Relationships between sub-scale factors and percent Other program assignment by 
specialists are indicated in Table 47. The Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation analysis 
for the sub-scale factors and percent Other program assignment of specialists was used. 
The results o f the examination o f  relationships between sub-scale factors and percent 
Other program assignment by specialists did not reveal any significant findings as 
reported in Table 47.
Results o f the analysis o f the differences in sub-scale factors by gender o f 
specialists are shown in Table 48.
Information in Table 48 includes the mean and standard deviation, the t-test 
values, degrees o f freedom, and probabilities for each o f  the sub-scale factors.
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Table 47
Relationships Between Sub-scale Factors and Percent Other Program Assignment bv
Specialists
Sub-scale Factors r n n
Communication with Immediate Supervisor .16 16 .55
Communication Interactions .05 15 .85
Statewide Communication .35 16 .18
Communication within Unit .20 16 .45
Program Planning and Reporting .19 16 .47
In Table 48, male specialists perceptions were not significantly different from 
female specialists in relation to the five sub-scale factors. Seventy three male specialists 
responded to all five sub-scale factors summarized in Table 48.
Twenty eight female specialists responded to sub-scale factor Communication 
Interaction. Twenty nine female specialists responded to sub-scale factors 
Communication with Immediate Supervisor, Statewide Communication, Communication 
within Unit, and Program Planning and Reporting (Table 48).
Table 49 contains the differences in sub-scale factors by education level of 
specialists. Results o f the analysis of the differences in sub-scale factors by education 
level of agents are shown in Table 49. Information in the table includes the F ratios, 
degrees of freedom, and probability for each sub-scale factor.
No significant differences were observed in sub-scale factors by education level o f  
specialists as indicated by the F- values and probability levels.
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Table 48
Differences in Sub-scale Factors bv Gender o f Specialists
Sub-scale Factors Male Female
__________________________n Mean SD_________ n Mean SD
Communication with
Immediate Supervisor 73 5.97 1.32 29 5.63 1.44
t100= 1 .13 ,p=  .26
Communication Interactions 73 5.36 1.01 28 5.34 .96
tg, = .09, p = .93
Statewide Communication 73 4.57 1.32 29 4.81 1.33
tjoo ~  -.84, p  = .40
Communication within Unit 73 5.56 .97 29 5.25 1.34
£40.31 = 1-13, p  =  .26
Program Planning and
Reporting 73 5.34 .95 29 5.43 .75
£100 = ~-48, p  = .63
Table 49







Communication with Immediate Supervisor .59 3 98 .62
Communication Interactions .39 3 97 .76
Statewide Communication 1.93 3 98 .13
Communication within Unit 1.45 3 98 .23
Program Planning and Reporting .44 3 98 .73
Table 50 presents the differences in sub-scale factors by race of specialists. 
Specialist respondents included 93 white respondents, 7 black respondents, and 2 other
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respondents. Since there were too few respondents to compare with other race, 
comparisons were done between white and black respondents using t  test procedures. 
Information in Table 50 includes the mean and standard deviation, the t-value, degrees o f 
freedom, and probability for each sub-scale factor. One o f the factors, Statewide 
Communication was significantly different by race o f specialists ( t g 8  _ -2.43, p  = .02). 
Black specialists (mean = 5.79, SD = .68) perceived Statewide Communication as 
significantly more effective than white specialists (mean = 4.56, SD = 1.33)
Table 50









tgs= --41, p  = .68
93 5.86 1.40 7 6.08 1.03
Communication Interactions
tg g  =-1.26, p  = .21
93 5.32 .98 7 5.82 1.14
Statewide Communication 
tgs =  -2.43, p  = .02
93 4.56 1.33 7 5.79 .68
Communication within Unit 
tg g  = -.88, j3 = .38
93 5.46 1.11 7 5.83 .81
Program Planning and 
Reporting 
tg g  =-1.29, p  = .20
93 5.33 .92 7 5.79 .61
Objectives 10 and 11
Objectives 10 and 11 o f  the study were to describe effective and ineffective 
personal communication experiences as reported by agents and specialists of the
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Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. A total o f 123 agents and 48 specialists 
reported 171 effective personal communication experiences with other Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service individuals (Table 51). A  total o f 61 agents and 41 
specialists reported 102 ineffective personal communication experiences with other 










Effective 123 66.85 48 53.93 171 62.64
Ineffective 61 33.15 41 46.07 102 37.36
Total 184 100.00 89 100.00 273 100.00
Note. Twenty-six agents and 17 specialists did not respond to this question.
The numbers o f personal communication experiences in each of the five 
interaction categories reported by agents and specialists are presented in Table 52.
Agents reported a total o f 180 experiences as follows: interaction with 
subordinates (n = 14, 7.78%), coworker (n = 104, 57.78%), immediate manager (n = 33, 
18.83%), middle management (n = 16, 8.89%), and top management (n = 13, 7.22%).
Specialists reported a total o f 87 experiences as follows: interaction with 
subordinates (n = 11, 12.64%), coworker (n = 41,47.13%), immediate manager (n = 10, 
11.49%), middle management (n = 8, 9.20%), and top management (n = 17, 19.54%). 
The total number o f effective and ineffective personal communication experiences with
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categories o f personnel in the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service was 267. For 
subordinates, the number was 25 (9.63%). For coworkers, the number was 145 (54.31%). 
Other personal communication experiences by category were: immediate manager (n = 
43, 16.10%), middle management (n = 24, 8.99%), and top management (n = 30,
11.24%).
Table 52
Categories o f Personnel in the LCES
Categories of
Interaction Agents Specialists Total
n % n % n %
Subordinate 14 7.78 11 12.64 25 9.36
Coworker 104 57.78 41 47.13 145 54.31
Immediate Supervisor 33 18.33 10 11.49 43 16.10
Middle Management 16 8.89 8 9.20 24 8.99
Top Management 13 7.22 17 19.54 30 11.24
Total 180 100.00 87 100.00 267 100.00
Note. Thirty agents and 19 specialists did not respond to this question.
The researcher conducted an informal content analysis in a systematic manner o f 
the effective and ineffective personal communication experiences (Appendix G), as 
narrated by the respondents. No formal content analysis o f the responses was done.
The effective and ineffective communication experiences reported by agents and 
specialists were carefully reviewed by the researcher for concepts in each o f five
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interaction categories: subordinate, coworker, immediate supervisor, middle manager, 
and top management. Appendix G contains the full text o f the effective and ineffective 
personal communication experiences reported by agents and specialists, by categories. 
Effective Agent Responses
Through descriptions o f effective personal communication experiences, agents’ 
perceptions were reported with subordinates, coworkers, immediate manager, middle 
management, and top management.
Agent concepts o f effective personal communication with subordinates included 
planning, sharing information, scheduling, airing tensions, discussion leading to 
conclusions, and follow-up. Coworker concepts o f effective communication by agents 
included organization, coordination, discussion with decision making, scheduling, 
development o f programs, division o f  work assignment, flexibility, agreement for making 
changes, input from all committee members, and two way communication with an 
exchange of ideas and information.
The value of electronic mail as an effective form o f communication with peers 
was reported: "I frequently use email as a form o f communication and find it to be very 
effective," "Recently, I sent an email to my co workers requesting information to be used 
in a program for an upcoming meeting," "Because o f  the vast numbers o f people that can 
be reached in such a short time, I find email to be very effective," "It eliminates lots o f 
phone calls and ‘left messages’," "You are almost always guaranteed a response," "People 
may not always be available in the office, but can get and send information through email 
from anywhere."
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Effective communication with immediate supervisor by agents included concepts 
o f  open communication, positive working relationships, reaching agreeable solutions 
through positive discussion, and listening.
Middle management descriptions of effective personal communication 
experiences reported by agents included concepts o f team efforts, organization, focused 
program development, establishment of goals and deadlines, open lines of 
communication through a variety o f methods, responsiveness, inclusion o f timely agenda 
items from participants, and listening.
Agent reporting o f  effective communication with top management included 
concepts of timely responsiveness to problems for effective program planning, discussion 
o f AgCenter policy on issues for clearer awareness, understanding and direction, 
addressing of professional association support, opportunity for expression o f questions 
and concerns, two way discussion o f concerns, listening and compromising.
Effective Specialist Responses
Specialists reported effective personal communication experiences with 
subordinates, coworkers, immediate manager, middle manager, and top management. 
Effective personal communication experiences with subordinates included such concepts 
as review of job descriptions with unit clerical staff, professional meetings that are to the 
point with scheduled follow-up, positive responses, accomplishment o f  requests, 
discussion of future plans, development of program proposals, willing participation in 
project execution, planning for training using multi-method approaches, references to 
handbook listing job responsibilities in reference to job performance, and record keeping.
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Specialists reported effective personal communication experiences with 
coworkers which included concepts o f working knowledge o f  subject matter, planning, 
skill development to assume the role o f  teacher instead o f  participant, accessibility to 
other specialists and agents via cell phones, helpful, effective, and timely flow of 
communication using a variety o f methods, good team work, mutual respect, phone 
accessibility when out-of-state, and celebration o f impacts to motivate for next program 
steps.
Effective personal communication experience with immediate manager as 
reported by specialists included concepts of scheduling, consulting, and program and 
meeting coordination. Effective personal communication with middle managers as 
reported by specialists included concepts of listening and offering corrective advice, and 
open communication to be able to express concerns and needs.
Specialists reported effective personal communication experiences with top 
management which included concepts o f shared views, discussion prior to incorporating 
dramatic program changes, being kept informed through email update messages, feeling 
o f being heard and having opinions valued, having dedication to organization and 
technical expertise valued, and patiently listening despite busy schedules which reflects 
value o f  thoughts shared and professional worth.
Ineffective Agent Responses
Through descriptions o f ineffective personal communication experiences, agents’ 
perceptions were reported with subordinates, coworkers, immediate manager, middle
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management and top management. Ineffective personal communication experiences with 
subordinates reported by agents included concepts o f differences o f opinion in how a 
parish 4-H program should be planned and developed, not being informed of meetings, 
need for better organization o f  publications in parish office, poor handling of complaints, 
and not being on time with reports.
Agents reported ineffective personal communication experiences with coworkers. 
These experiences included concepts o f  unmet expectations o f program delivery by 
coworker, "Looking back over the situation, I should have shared my expectations rather 
than assuming . . employees not following policy set by the LSU AgCenter, not 
completely listening to items communicated, lack o f cooperation, feeling unappreciated, 
difference o f opinion, personality differences that make effective communication with 
coworker difficult in program planning and evaluation, changes in amount of time to 
present program after much preparation with need for more program coordination, and 
need to include all program presenters when scheduling dates for educational programs.
Ineffective personal communication experiences with immediate manager as 
reported by agents included concepts o f  parish chair making decisions and notifying via 
memo, parish chair argumentative when questioned about mandates that did not include 
staff input, need to be included and informed of parish involvement with elected decision 
makers, need to communicate and coordinate changes in schedules and programs, need to 
communicate effectively at staff conferences, and need for parish chair to be more 
supportive and encouraging. Ineffective personal communication with middle managers
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as reported by agents included concepts o f  need for supervisor to be willing and able to 
comprehend local parish needs, multiple date changes for training making scheduling 
difficult, need to provide directions to meeting sites and update changes in sites with 
follow up directions, and need to have opportunity for input in decision making 
especially for changes.
Agents reported ineffective personal communication experiences with top 
management which included concepts o f flow and timeliness o f  information especially 
when email server is down, need to have right hand talking to left hand, unanswered 
questions about replacing field personnel, top management should listen to parish chairs 
more and problems and concerns that they face day to day.
Ineffective Specialist Responses
Specialists reported perceptions o f ineffective personal communication 
experiences through personal communication experiences with subordinates, coworkers, 
immediate manager, middle manager, and top management. Ineffective personal 
communication experiences with subordinates as reported by specialists included 
concepts o f  support staff (secretarial) as one o f biggest problems, not able to keep good 
secretaries, forgotten and uncompleted tasks by secretarial staff, rapid turnover in 
secretarial staff, uncompleted work tasks by secretarial staff who find time to visit outside 
o f work area, and un-proofed work forwarded by secretarial staff.
Specialists reported ineffective personal communication experiences with 
coworkers which included concepts o f  not complying to announced deadlines, slow
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response and lack of coordination to meet requests, coworkers who are out o f office 
frequently and do not check email for messages, having to contact agents multiple times 
to return loaned program materials, changing dates and times without notification, need 
to follow up confirmation o f program requests, expecting secretary to complete task o f  
specialist, and poor listening skills. Ineffective personal communication experience with 
immediate manager as reported by specialists included the concept o f  shared input by all 
staff members. Anytime there is a meeting with leadership o f  the parish in any given 
situation, the parish chairman thinks that it is his responsibility to do most to all o f the 
communication with those involved, but if  effective communication is to take place, other 
opinions should be included, project leaders need consultation and input of other project 
members for securing funding for equipment, and need to include all department staff 
involved in project when planning program development.
Ineffective personal communication with middle managers as reported by 
specialists included concepts o f  notification of dates and changes in schedules, filling o f  
positions within unit without announcements, start times for meetings listed differently 
with different notices for seminars and meetings, agendas not sent out before meetings, 
and lack o f program knowledge by supervisor. Specialists reported ineffective personal 
communication experiences with top management which included concepts o f not 
including experiment station on programs, presentation o f  thoughts need to develop 
dialogue with groups, need to understand the difference between a symptom and the real 
problem when clients are having trouble in defining a serious need in a request o f  help
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from the AgCenter, discussion needs to be prior to decision making, need input from 
project leader when transferring or filling position on staff, need to be "in the loop" on 
process of hiring, lag time between acknowledging program need for personnel and 
hiring, and ineffective follow up.
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CHAPTERS
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose o f this study was to examine the perceptions o f communication
patterns and effectiveness o f  communication by Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
agents and specialists.
Specific objectives guiding the study were:
1. Describe agents and specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service on 
the following demographic characteristics: years o f service, age, gender, race, 
educational attainment, and program assignment.
2. Determine the patterns o f  communication among agents o f the Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service as perceived by agents.
3. Determine the patterns o f  communication among specialists o f the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by specialists.
4. Determine the patterns o f  communication between agents and specialists o f the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by agents.
5. Determine the patterns o f  communication between specialists and agents of the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by specialists.
6 . Determine the effectiveness o f communication as perceived by agents and specialists 
o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
7. Determine if  relationships exist between reported frequency o f contacts and perceived 
communication effectiveness o f specialists and agents.
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8. Determine if  relationships exist in the perceived effectiveness o f communication 
among agents by categories o f the following selected demographic characteristics: 
years of service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program assignment.
9. Determine if  relationships exist in the perceived effectiveness o f communication 
among specialists by categories o f the following selected demographic characteristics 
years of service, age, gender, race, program area, educational attainment, and 
program assignment.
10. Describe effective personal communication experiences as reported by agents and 
specialists of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
11. Describe ineffective personal communication experiences as reported by agents and 
specialists of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
Methodology
The population o f the study included all full-time Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service agents and specialists. Data were collected using an electronic survey 
to obtain information on demographics, communication patterns, communication 
effectiveness, and personal communication experiences. Non-respondent and respondent 




Objective 1 o f this study was to describe agents and specialists o f the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service on the following demographic characteristics: years o f
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service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, and program assignment. O f a total o f  
317 cases reported in the study, 106 respondents were specialists, 210 respondents were 
agents. One respondent did not provide demographic data.
For reported years of service, a large percentage o f both specialists and agents 
had a tenure o f  1-10 years (49.02 % o f  specialists and 39.42 % o f  agents). In contrast, 
only a small percentage reported 31-38 years o f service (5.88 % o f  specialists and 5.77 % 
o f agents). Responses for reporting o f  age by participants indicated a range o f 22-67 
years. The age range, 50-59, received the highest percentage o f responses from 
specialists (n =  42, 41.18 %) and the age range from 40-49 received the highest 
percentage o f  responses from agents (n =  95,45.89 %).
In the gender category, the specialist respondents reported a higher percentage o f 
males (n =  75, 72.23%) than females (n = 29, 27.88%). Agent respondents numbered 
slightly higher in number o f females (n = 108, 51.92%) than male agent respondents 
(n =  100, 48.08% ).
Race reporting revealed a larger proportion o f white agents and specialists 
(89.42%) than black agents and specialists (9.94 %) in the organization. Majority o f 
specialists reported having a Ph.D./EdD. (n = 62, 60.78%) while a majority o f agents 
reported having a master’s degree (n =  161, 76.67%).
Agents (n =  64, 42.11%) reported more involvement with the 4-H program 
assignment at the 76 to 100 percent category than specialists (n = 8, 1.33%). A higher 
percentage o f  agents (n = 28, 41.18 ) than specialists (n = 7,28.00% ) reported 76 to 100% 
FCS program assignment.
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A somewhat higher percentage o f specialists (n_= 45, 61.64%) than agents (n = 47, 
49.47%) reported 76 to 100 percent Agriculture and Natural Resources program 
assignment. A large percentage o f administration program assignment for the 1 to 25 % 
category was reported by specialists (n =  22, 62.86%) and agents (n = 31, 60.78%). Low 
portions o f program assignment were reported for Other assignment by both agents and 
specialist
Objective 2
The second objective was to determine the patterns of communication among agents 
o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by agents.
For patterns of communication reported among agents by agents, email (unassisted, 
mean = 4.19, SD = .95) and telephone (individual, mean = 3.92, SD = .71) were reported 
as the most often used communication methods for sending information to other agents. 
These two methods were also the most often used communication methods for receiving 
information among agents.
Objective 3
Objective 3 o f the study was to determine the patterns o f communication among 
specialists of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by specialists. 
Email (unassisted, mean = 4.31, SD = .99) and telephone (individual, mean 4.15, SD = 
.84) were the most often used communication methods for sending information among 
specialists. Email (unassisted, mean = 4.38, SD = .85) and telephone (individual, mean = 
3.97, SD = .83) were reported as the most often used communication methods for 
receiving information among specialists.
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Objective
The fourth objective was to determine the patterns o f  communication between agents 
and specialists o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by agents. 
Telephone (individual, mean = 3.79, SD = .84) and email (unassisted, mean = 3.64, SD = 
1.09) were reported by the agents as the most often used communication methods for 
sending information to specialists. These were also the most often used communication 
methods by agents for receiving information from specialists.
Objective 5
The fifth objective was to determine the patterns o f communication between 
specialists and agents o f the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service as perceived by 
specialists. Responses from specialists indicated that the telephone (individual, mean = 
4.47, SD = .64) and email (unassisted, mean = 4.39, SD = .91) as the most often used 
communication methods for sending information to agents. For receiving information 
from agents, these two methods were also used most used.
Objective 6
The sixth objective o f  the study was to determine the effectiveness of communication 
as perceived by agents and specialists of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service. 
An interpretive response scale for means derived from the Likert-type response scale was 
established for reporting levels o f agreement-disagreement with the 49 communication 
effectiveness statements with a scale of: 1.50 or less = strongly disagree; 1.51-2.50 = 
moderately disagree; 2.51-3.50 = slightly disagree; 3.51-4.49 = neutral; 4.50-5.49 = 
slightly agree; 5.50-6.49 =  moderately agree; 6.50-7.0 =  strongly agree.
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The responses to the 49 communication statements were summarized as means and 
standard deviations and classified according to the interpretive response scale . Twenty- 
two statements had means that were classified as moderately agree, 18 statements had 
means that were classified as slightly agree, 8 statements had means that were classified 
as neutral, and 1 statement had a mean that was classified as slightly disagree.
The statement with the highest mean was planning educational programs which 
involves collaboration with agents (mean = 6.13, SD =  1.07). The lowest mean was 
reported for the statement related to communication o f  faculty work schedules (mean = 
3.28, SD = 1.79). The means for the summarized responses to the 49 communication 
statements ranged from 6.13 (moderately agree) to 3.29 (slightly disagree).
Factor analysis grouped the items into five sub-scale factors: Communication with 
Immediate Supervisor; Communication Interactions; Statewide Communication; 
Communication within Unit; and Program Planning, and Reporting.
Communication with Immediate Supervisor (mean = 5.37, SD =  1.34) and 
Communication within Unit (mean = 5.49, SD = 1.11) were perceived as the most 
effective sub-scale factors by specialists and agents. Statewide Communication (mean = 
4.63, SD = 1.25) was perceived as least effective sub-scale factors by specialists and 
agents.
Program planning and reporting was the only sub-scale factor to reveal a significant 
difference (t 312 = 216, p  =  .009) between specialists and agents. Specialists (mean = 
5.37, SD = .89) perceived program planning and reporting to be more effective than 
agents (mean = 5.09, SD =  .89).
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Objective 7
Objective 7 was to determine if  relationships exist between reported frequency o f 
contacts and perceived communication effectiveness o f specialists and agents. Agents 
and specialists were asked to indicate in a typical month approximately how many times 
they contacted their peers outside the unit by responding to one o f the following 
questions: (agents only) In a typical month, approximately how many times do you 
contact parish agents in other parishes regarding extension programs? or (specialists 
only) In a typical month, approximately how many times do you contact specialists 
outside your unit regarding extension programs? These data were examined in response 
categories for reporting. Work related contacts with peers outside o f the unit were 
summarized and reported as means and standard deviations for agent-to-agent contacts 
(mean = 9.70, SD = 10.78) and specialist-to-specialist contacts (mean = 17.65, SD = 
21.56).
The specialist-to-specialist contacts averaged nearly twice as many peer related work 
contacts outside the unit as agent-to-agent contacts. None o f the sub-scale factors were 
significant for this objective.
Objective 8
The eighth objective of the study was to determine if  relationships exist in the 
perceived effectiveness o f communication among agents by the following selected 
demographic characteristics: years o f service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, 
and program assignment. Relationships between the sub-scale factors of perceived 
communication effectiveness and the variables age, years o f service, and percent
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program assignment were analyzed by Pearsons’ Product Moment Correlation. 
Interpretation o f the correlation coefficients was done according to Davis’ set o f 
descriptors.
The sub-scale factor for Program Planning and Reporting and agents by years o f  
service was found to be statistically significant with low association. As years o f  service 
increased for agents, this sub-scale factor Program Planning and Reporting was rated as 
more effective (r = .17, p= .01). Also significant with low association for years o f 
service o f agents was the sub-scale factor, communication interactions (r = .14, p  = .04) 
which was perceived as more effective with increased tenure in organization.
Relationships between the sub-scale factors Communication Interactions, Program 
Planning and Reporting, and Communication with Immediate Supervisor were 
significant with low association by age of agents. As age o f  agents increased, 
Communication Interactions (rj= 14, p= .04), Program Planning and Reporting (r = .19, 
P  = .006), and Communication with Immediate Supervisor (r =  .13, p  = .05) were rated 
as more effective.
The analysis o f sub-scale factors and agents by percent 4-H program assignment 
yielded a significant relationship with low association for Communication with 
Immediate Supervisor (r = -.20, p  = .01), for Communication Interactions (r = -.23, p  =  
.004) . As the percent 4-H program assignment increased, there was a significant 
decrease in the effectiveness rating for both o f these sub-scale factors.
Sub-scale factor Program Planning and Reporting was significantly related to the 
percent Agriculture and Natural Resources program assignment o f agents. Agents w ith
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higher percentages o f the ANR program assignment, perceived the effectiveness o f 
communication in Program Planning and Reporting to be higher.
Male agents’ perceptions (mean =  6.10, SD =  1.18) o f sub-scale factor 
Communication with Immediate Supervisor ( 12 0 2 .9 4= 2.12, p  =  .04) was significantly 
different from female agents’ perceptions ( mean = 5.71, SD =  1.44). Males perceived 
Communication with Immediate Supervisor as significantly more effective than females. 
Relationships between sub-scale factors and agents by race revealed significant 
differences in Statewide Communication (t 206 3 .47, p  = .001) and Program Planning
and Reporting ( t 206 = -2.53,_p = .01). Black agents ( mean = 5.40, SD = 1.15) 
perceptions o f Statewide Communication were very highly significantly different from 
white agents ( mean = 4.51. SD =  1.19). Black agents (mean = 5.51, SD = .93) perceived 
Program Planning and Reporting significantly different from white agents (mean = 5.02, 
SD = .87). Black agents perceived Statewide Communication and Program Planning and 
Reporting as more effective than white agents did in this study.
Objective 9
Objective nine of the study was to determine if  relationships exist in the perceived 
effectiveness o f communication among specialists by the following selected 
demographic characteristics: years o f  service, age, gender, race, educational attainment, 
and program assignment. Relationships between the sub-scale factors o f perceived 
communication effectiveness and the variables age, years o f service, and percent 
program assignment were analyzed by Pearsons’ Product Moment Correlation. 
Interpretation o f the correlation coefficient was done according to Davis’ set of
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descriptors. Differences in the means o f  the sub-scale factors by gender, race, and 
educational attainment were tested by the t test for two levels o f  a variable, and by 
analysis o f  variance (ANOVA) for variables with more than two levels.
The Communication Interactions (r = .23, p  = .02) and Program Planning and 
Reporting (r =  .23, p  =  .02) sub-scale factors were perceived to be significantly more 
effective, but w ith low association, by specialists as age increased.
Communication Interactions (r_= .20,_p =  .05) was perceived by specialists to be 
more effective with increase in tenure with the LCES organization.
Male specialists’ perceptions o f the six sub-scale factors were not significantly 
different from the perceptions o f female specialists. Black specialists’ perceptions of 
Statewide Communication were significantly different (t 98 = -2.43, p  = .02) from white 
specialists. Black specialists (mean = 5.79, SD = .68) perceived Program Planning and 
Reporting as more effective than white specialists (mean = 4.56, SD =  1.33).
Objectives 10 and 11
Objectives 10 and 11 of the study were to describe effective and ineffective personal 
communication experiences as reported by agents and specialists o f  the Louisiana 
Cooperative Extension Service. A  total o f 171 effective (n = 62.64 %) and 102 
ineffective (n =  37.36%) responses were reported. Agents reported 123 effective and 61 
ineffective personal communication experiences. When categorized by whom the agents 
interacted with, the highest number o f  personal experiences reported was with coworkers 
(104), followed by immediate supervisors (33), middle management (16), subordinates 
(14), and top management (13). Specialists reported 48 effective and 41 ineffective
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personal communication experiences. When categorized by whom the specialists 
interacted with the highest number o f  personal experiences reported was with co workers 
(41), followed by top management (17), subordinate (11), immediate supervisors (10), 
and middle management (8).
Concepts o f effective and ineffective communication were described in the narratives 
o f  agents and specialists. Concerns centered on several issues including: program 
planning and coordination, scheduling and notification, listening, team efforts, 
responsiveness, cooperation, accessibility, mutual respect, opportunities for input and 
two way communication prior to decision making, sharing o f information, securing and 
retaining support staff, and open communication. Appendix B contains the full text of 
the effective and ineffective personal experiences reported by agents and specialists, 
according to interation categories.
Conclusions and Implications
Demographic data from this study reveal that a majority o f  Extension professionals 
are male and white. This conclusion is bome out by the finding that 56.09 % of 
respondents were male, and 89.42 % were white. Traditionally, males are in positions 
dealing with agriculture, but this has been changing in recent years with more females 
assigned to agricultural positions. While the large majority o f white respondents are not 
reflective o f the general population, the reason for this may be the pool of qualified 
applicants available for recruiting into the Extension Service. There is a wide range o f 
age among Extension professionals (22 to 67 years) reflecting a tenure pattern typical o f 
an organization that has both new recruits and more experienced personnel. Specialists
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have higher education level than agents due to specialized training required in subject 
matter areas for specialist positions. Agents and specialists have varying levels o f 
program assignment to 4-H, Family and Consumer Sciences, Agriculture and Natural 
Resources, Administration, and Other. In terms o f program emphasis based on 
assignment o f respondents, Agricultural and Natural Resources as a program area is the 
highest priority program area o f assignment. This conclusion is supported by the finding 
that the largest area of assignment for agents and specialists is ANR, and reflects the 
continuing mission of the Extension Service to focus on delivering agricultural programs 
for adults. It appears that the historical mission o f Extension is being continued and is 
reflected in the program assignment o f  Extension professionals.
Electronic mail (email) is the favored method o f communication among Extension 
professionals. This conclusion is supported by the finding that email was the most 
highly used communication method by agents and specialists to send and receive 
information within their respective groups. This finding is not unexpected, since email 
has several advantages such as: instantaneous delivery, higher efficiency, and the ability 
to easily store and/or share information. This new technology enables direct and rapid 
contact and feedback among people. Also, there is no cost of postage or long distance 
telephone service with local Internet servers.
When communicating between agents and specialists, both telephone and email are 
the preferred methods. The study found that for sending information between agents and 
specialists, both groups used the telephone most frequently followed by electronic mail 
(unassisted). The toll free number that is available for field agents to reach the state
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specialists is a convenient, low cost method to make contacts. This is particularly useful 
since parish budgets are limited. It would appear that specialists and agents respond to 
phone calls by calling their counterparts. Often, email is used to "back up" a phone 
request to best reach the other party. In addition, specialists share statewide information 
with agents, through email, to keep them updated in subject matter areas. The two 
methods o f electronic mail (unassisted) and telephone complement each other and 
account for a bulk o f the communication that occurs. Apparently, the current technology 
has provided a rapid and much used communication method.
Other methods o f communication such as: electronic mail (assisted), telephone 
(conference call), face-to-face (individual), face-to-face (group), written (memos, 
letters), facsimile (FAX), internal newsletter, and distance communication system are not 
being used as frequently as email (unassisted) and telephone (individual). This may be 
due to the fact that these least used methods are slower, and more costly.
Communication in the organization is perceived to be effective. This conclusion is 
supported by the finding that 49 communication statements to which agents and 
specialists responded accounted for 58% o f the variance in perception when data were 
factor analyzed. Five sub-scale factors were identified. Communication was perceived 
to be most effective for Communication with Immediate Supervisor (means = 5.88, SD = 
1.34), followed by Communication within Unit (mean = 5.49, SD =1.11). The sub-scale 
factor, Statewide Communication (mean = 4.63, SD = 1.25) was perceived to be least 
effective. With Communication with Immediate Supervisor and Communication within
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Unit, the situation appears positive. Statewide Communication should be targeted 
for improvements.
Agents and specialists have similar perceptions o f communication effectiveness 
within the organization except with regard to program planning and reporting. This 
conclusion is supported by the finding that in case o f the sub-scale factor, program 
planning and reporting, there was a significant difference as revealed by the t test ( t312 = 
2.61, p  = .009). Specialists (mean = 5.37, SD = .89) perceived Program Planning and 
Reporting as more effective than agents (mean = 5.09, SD = .89). By the nature o f their 
program assignment, specialists are required to reflect a focused effort in a particular 
subject matter. This contrasts with the work of agents who are constantly responding to 
a broad range of subject matter requests from clientele. Perhaps agents are less inclined 
to focus on program planning due to these daily demands.
Agents in a parish make fewer contacts with agents in other parishes as compared to 
specialists who more frequently contact other specialists outside their assigned unit. 
This conclusion is supported by the finding that the specialist-to-specialist contacts 
outside the unit averaged nearly twice that of agent-to-agent contacts. Most specialists 
are located in a central work site, hence this may account for the higher frequency o f 
contacts, whereas agents are separated by distance in the various parishes and the 
opportunity for contact may be less. The trend in the organization for increased team 
assignment for both agents and specialists may influence this pattern o f  contact.
Older agents and agents with more years o f service perceive communication in the 
organization to be more effective than their counterparts. This is supported by the
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finding that older agents and agents with more years o f service perceived both Program 
Planning and Reporting, and Communication Interactions to be more effective. It would 
appear that experienced agents have had an opportunity to realize the value of program 
planning and teamwork necessary for effective program efforts. As tenure and age 
increase and successful impacts are accomplished, agents more fully realize the 
differences that may be attained through employment o f these methods.
As age o f  agents increases, Communication with Immediate Supervisor is perceived 
as more effective. Experience and training over time combine to mold individuals to 
respect interactive communication, to appreciate the value and impact o f planning and 
reporting, and to develop methods o f  relating to others.
Agents with a larger assignment in 4-H are less positive about the effectiveness o f 
communication in the organization than agents with less o f their time assigned to 4-H. 
This conclusion is supported by the finding that as percent 4-H assignment for agents 
increased, there was a significant decrease in the effectiveness rating for three sub-scale 
factors, i.e., including Communication with Immediate Supervisor and Communication 
Interactions. The 4-H assignment is typically held by younger, less experienced agents 
who work under the supervision o f “former 4-H agents”. New ideas and methods must 
be negotiated with the existing parish staff for incorporation into the program. As a 
result, there is increased communication among staff that can be both positive and 
negative.
Agents with a larger assignment to ANR are more positive about the effectiveness o f 
Program Planning and Reporting in the organization. This conclusion is supported by
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the finding that agents with higher percentages o f  the ANR program assignment 
perceived the effectiveness in program planning and reporting to be higher. Perhaps the 
nature o f the ANR assignment lends itself to more effectively perform program planning, 
and to report tangible outcomes such as acreage, yield, and loss/income.
Male agents perceive Communication with Immediate Supervisor as significantly 
more effective than female agents. Traditionally, immediate supervisors o f  agents have 
been males and they still hold the majority o f these positions. Perhaps the maie-to-male 
relationships are perceived as more effective. In recent years, a growing number o f 
supervisors are female. It is possible that this trend may influence communication 
relationships between supervisors and agents.
Black agents perceive communication in the organization to be more effective than 
white agents. This conclusion is supported by the finding that black agents perceived 
Statewide Communication and Program Planning and Reporting as significantly more 
effective than white agents did in this study. Cultural differences may play a role in these 
varying perceptions.
As tenure and age increase, specialists perceive communication as more effective. 
This conclusion is supported by the finding that Communication Interactions was 
perceived as significantly more effective by specialists as age and tenure increased.
In addition, as age increases, specialists perceive Program Planning and Reporting as 
more effective. More experienced specialists have the opportunity to realize the value o f 
the program planning model and the impacts that may be realized through carefully 
organized efforts. An appreciation for reporting and maintaining relationships with 
stakeholders probably increases as Extension professionals gain experience.
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Specialists with a larger assignment in 4-H are less positive about the effects o f 
communication in the organization than agents with less o f their time for this 
assignment. This conclusion is supported by the finding that as the percent o f 4-H 
program assignment increased for specialists, the perception of Statewide 
Communication significantly decreased. The nature o f the 4-H program assignment at 
the state level involves balancing numerous deadlines, organizing programs with teams 
o f specialists, coordinating a broad spectrum o f activities, securing approval from 
administrators for various program efforts, and responding to frequent requests from 4-H 
agents statewide. The load and pace of work and the numerous details to be completed 
make for a constant challenge. Recently, meetings have been held with the state 4-H 
unit, field agent representatives and administrators to build consensus in the 4-H 
program educational effort. As changes have been introduced, tensions have developed 
over conflicting operational and theoretical issues. These issues need further focused 
efforts to be resolved to the benefit o f the organization.
Black specialists perceive communication in the organization to be more effective. 
This conclusion is supported by the finding that black specialists perceived Program 
Planning and Reporting as more effective than white specialists. Cultural differences 
may play a role in these varying perceptions.
Recommendations for Practice
Demographically, the study showed a larger number o f male and white personnel 
within the organization. Therefore, it is recommended that consideration be given to 
efforts to diversify the workforce, particularly with regard to race and gender, from the 
pool of qualified applicants for positions.
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The study showed that as percent 4-H assignment increased, there was negativity 
related to Statewide Communication for both specialists and agents. The Extension 
Service needs to study the aspects of 4-H work which are relevant to communication to 
minimize the negativity and to increase teamwork. Mentoring and focus group 
techniques may be avenues to increase consensus in this program assignment. Increased 
lateral communication to complement vertical communication may also be helpful to 
obtain beneficial results.
Since electronic mail is being increasingly used within the organization, it is 
important that all personnel be able to use this technology independently (unassisted). 
Independence in using this method, without assistance from colleagues or support staff, 
may mean requiring that agents and specialists demonstrate proficiency in the use o f 
email.
Communication statements related to perceptions o f effectiveness o f the organization 
were placed into one o f  six sub-scales through factor analysis. Statewide 
Communication had the lowest effectiveness rating. An examination of items within this 
sub-scale reveals issues that could be addressed by the organization.
It is recommended that the Extension Service take steps to consider these factors for 
improving the effectiveness o f communication within the organization.
One of the effective personal communication experiences reported by an agent 
relates especially to recommendations, “A few general observations that may help 
communications. We need more computer training for clerical AND professional level 
staff. We should also make a concerted effort to make all o f our educational material 
available via the Internet. This would not only help us to be more visible, but also help
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our staff to get information into the public’s hands. It is impossible to keep all o f  our 
various publications, reports, etc., in our local offices, and many times I have been able 
to satisfy requests by downloading a report (usually from another state). It would be nice 
to have our reports available in the same way. I f  all o f  the states did the same, Extension 
would become ‘the’ best resource on the Internet for gardeners, consumers and fisheries 
user groups. It would make us a household word, and make budget battles a lot easier. 
Just a thought.”
Recommendations that emerge from the array o f personal communication 
experiences reported by agents and specialists are that the organization encourage 
positive personal communication and ensure that negative events and experiences are 
addressed and minimized before they affect the health o f the organization. Other 
recommendations include encouraging positive personal communication through 
improved organization and coordination o f program efforts, continuing efforts toward 
improved personal computer usage, and promoting a focused effort for the development 
o f better listening skills.
Recommendations for Research
It is recommended that this study be replicated in the Extension Services o f other 
states with appropriate adaptations. Also, consideration should be given to replicate this 
study in other organizations, since internal communication is crucial to organizational 
effectiveness.
Use o f the web and Internet for research provides a powerful tool, and represents the 
wave of the future for survey data collection. With web based surveys, it is 
recommended that the researcher work closely with computer analysts to carefully design
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the survey instrument with web formatting, plan for survey distribution with accurate 
email listings, and utilize data collection process which automatically codes the 
information for further processing. In addition to email follow up for non-respondents, 
inclusion o f personal contacts is recommended to secure higher response rates and to 
overcome difficulties the target audience may experience problems in responding to 
surveys due to incorrect email addresses, “crashed” computers, and limited computer 
skills.
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Communications Survey for Louisiana Cooperative 
Extension Service
K c s c . i r c h  & E x t e n s i o n
W elcome to this communication survey website. The information from this study will provide a researched-based assessment of 
the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service which may be utilized to address communication needs and strategies to increase 
effectiveness and responsiveness.
Your participation by completing the survey is vital to the value of the study. Be assured that your responses will remain 
confidential. Please respond within two weeks of receiving this request. Your cooperation, support, and shared views are most 
appreciated.
The survey is in four sections, please complete each portion. Instructions are available as you go through the program. You are 
finished when your “Submit” comes back to you with a thank you message.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please call at (225) 389-3055 or by email ssoileau@agctr.lsu.edu.
Sincerely,
Sally Soileau Dr. Satish Verma
Extension Agent Head, Personnel & Organization Development
(Program Development and Evaluation)


















Communications Survey for Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Section I; DemouraDhic Characteristics
1. What is your current status in the Extension Service? Specialist/Associate/State level ^  
personnel
Agent/Associate/Field personnel C*
IfAgenl/Associate/Field peisounel, [ ... .....  j
Please Specify Parish: 1 '
2. Approximately what % of effort on your job is spent on each of 
the following program areas within the Extension Program? 
Total not to exceed 100%
4H/Youth Development: | j % 
Adult/Family, Consumer Sciences | 1 % 
Adult/Ag & Natural Resources: | j % 
Administrative duties: | I % 
Other: J i J | %
3. Total Numbers of Years of Service with the LCES in 
professional positions?
| | Years






















17. Would you classify your work assignment as primarily? Rural
Urban






























Communications Survey for Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Section II: Communication Patterns
Agents Only
q In a typical month, approximately how many times do you contact parish agents in other parishes 
' regarding extension programs?
j | # of times per 
1-----------  month
Specialists Only
jq In a typical month, approximately how many times do you contact specialists outside your unit 
' regarding extension programs?
i 1 # of times per 
' ' month
11. To what extent do you use each of the following methods to send information to agents?
| VeryRarelv Rarely Sometimes Frequently
1 Very 
1 Freauentlv
(Email (with assistance) 0 0 0 c C
|Email (by myself) C 0 0 r 1 °
[Telephone (individual) O r r r 1 r
[Telephone (conference call) O r r r 1 n
|Face-to-face (individual) r c o C: L c
[Face-to-face (group) 0 0 0 0 1 c
Written (memos, letters) 0 0 r 0 1 o
Facsimile (FAX) 0 0 o 0 1 °
Internal newsletter o 0 c C: 1 n
Distance Communication System o 0 0 c 1 r-
Other o c o o


















12. To what extent do you receive information from agents by the following methods?
Very
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Frequently
Very
Frequently
Email (with assistance) r c r r r
Email (by myself) C r r r C
Telephone (individual) r r r r r
Telephone (conference call) r r r r r
Face-to-face (individual) 0 c r r r
Face-to-face (group) n 0 r c r
Written (memos, letters) r c c r> r
Facsimile (FAX) r c r c r
Internal newsletter r c r n C;
Distance Communication System n c r r c
Other r c r o n
If Other, Please Specify: !
13. To what extent do you use each of the following methods to send information to specialists?
Very
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Frequently
Very
Frequently
Email (with assistance) C O n O n
Email (by myself) r c c r n
Telephone (individual) r o r> c r>

















Telephone (conference call) r r r> r r
Face-to-face (individual) r o c r r
Face-to-face (group) r r r r r
Written (memos, letters) r r r r r
Facsimile (FAX) r c c c r
Internal newsletter r r r r r
Distance Communication System r o c r r
Other r r c n r
If Other, Please Specify:
14. To what extent do you receive information from specialists by the following methods?
Very
Rarely
Rarely Sometimes Frequently VeryFrequently
Email (with assistance) n r r r C
Email (by myself) C: 0 0 0 0
Telephone (individual) r 0 c n 0
Telephone (conference call) 0 0 0 0 0
Face-to-face (individual) 0 c 0 0 c
f Face-to-face (group) r c o c c
Written (memos, letters) r c 0 c c
Facsimile (FAX) c c c o n
j Internal newsletter r r 0 c 0
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Communications Survey for Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Section III; Communication Effectiveness
The following statements represent communication behaviors. Please respond to these statements as they apply to your workplace 
by marking your response indicating the extent to which you agree or disagree. Read each item carefully. To the RIGHT of each


























Planning educational programs involves collaboration with 
agents. _________________________
C c
Planning educational programs involves collaboration with 
specialists.
- - -  — - ■ 1  -  ■ - I I I . M -
Advisory committee work includes effective collaboration 
with agents.
C r r r
4. Advisory committee work includes effective collaboration with specialists. C O
Program reporting is well coordinated by agents. C O O
C
gent /  Specialist Communication Statements


























more time than it should.
Specialists' response time to requests for information takes 








E The agents I need to interact with are readily available. r
The specialists I need to interact with are readily available. r c
11 Agent educational programs are effectively presented. r r c
12 . Specialist educational programs are effectively presented. 0
r,
13 I experience helpful assistance from agents with my p r o b le m s .________________________________ C 0 r
14. I experience helpful assistance from specialists with my problems. ____________________________________ C
Ln
Agents communicate with specialists in a positive manner. O O
16. Specialists communicate with agents in a positive manner. C
Agents are sensitive to cultural differences. 
Specialists are sensitive to cultural differences. O n
The parish strategic planning forums enhanced the 
communication between agents and specialists.
c















2 2  |My relationship with my immediate supervisor is 
HsatisfVing.


















|23. I trust my immediate supervisor. r r c r> r r r
|24- My immediate supervisor is honest with me. C. 0 0 r r n r
|25. My immediate supervisor listens to me. c 0 0 c r 0 r.
|26. I am free to disagree with my immediate supervisor. C 0 n n r 0 n
|27. I can tell my immediate supervisor when things are going wrong. r c r r r r r
|28. My immediate supervisor is friendly with his/her subordinates.
r 0 0 r r r> 0
|29. My immediate supervisor praises me for a good job. c 0 0 c r 0 r
|30. I trust top management in the Extension Service. r n 0 c 0 r 0
I31'
Top management is sincere in their efforts to communicate 
with employees.
0 0 0 n c r c
























p . Technological changes have been incorporated to enhance I p  j c> my work effort. 8 i
O C r c r
I37- The frequency of work-related communication with faculty 1 0 1 0
0 C r

















1 in my unit is appropriate to meet my job needs.
38. Program changes impacting responsibilities within my unit are communicated effectively. C 0 c r n c r  1
|39. Cooperation among Extension faculty in evaluation of 
programs is ineffective.
C 0 c r c 0 0 |
U . Distance learning has been effectively utilized for communication. 0 r c c c r c |
In-house communication training is inadequate. 0 0 C: n r n r  1
|42. I trust my co-workers. c 0 0 r 0 r r  ]
|43. My co-workers get along with each other. r n c r r, r 1
|44. My relationship with my co-workers is satisfying. 0 O 0 r 0 c 0  |
[45. My organization encourages differences o f opinion. 0 O c c c c a j
|46j I have a say in decisions that affect my job. 0 O 0 c 0
................ c  . . . 0
|47jI influence operations in my unit or department. 0 O 0 0 1 0 0 0
W8. Advancement opportunities are communicated effectively [within the organization.
c  | r 0 c I 0 0 r


















Communications Survey for Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service
Section IV: Personal Communication Experience
Please recall a recent, personal work-related experience in which communication was particularly effective or 
ineffective. Please answer the questions below and give a clearly written summary of that experience.______










^Please rate the quality of communication associated with this experience.
00
Effective communication experience O 
Ineffective communication experience O
Describe the communication experience, the circumstances leading up to it, what made the experience effective or 
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APPENDIX B
ELECTRONIC LETTERS TO PARTICIPANTS
November 10, 2000
TO: SELECTED EXTENSION PERSONNEL 
RE: COMMUNICATION SURVEY
In an ongoing effort to improve our organization, a communication survey to determine 
patterns and effectiveness o f communication within the Louisiana Cooperative Extension 
Service is being conducted via the website 
http://www.agcenter.lsu.edu/commsurvev/Default.htm .
Recognizing the potential benefits of this study, I encourage your full cooperation with 
Sally Soileau and Dr. Satish Verma in collecting this information. As a participant in this 
research, your anonymity will be guaranteed by the researchers.
I recognize and appreciate your continued commitment and efforts to advance the 
Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service.
Sincerely,
Jack L. Bagent
Vice Chancellor and Director
150
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November 10, 2000
Dear Co-worker,
Welcome to this communication survey website. The information from this study will 
provide a researched-based assessment of the Louisiana Cooperative Extension Service 
which may be utilized to address communication needs and strategies to increase 
effectiveness and responsiveness.
Your participation by completing the survey is vital to the value of the study. Be assured 
that your responses will remain confidential. Please respond within two weeks o f  
receiving this request. Your cooperation, support, and shared views are most appreciated.
The survey is in four sections, please complete each portion. Instructions are available as 
you go through the program. You are finished when your "Submit" comes back to you 
with a thank you message.




(Program Development and Evaluation)
East Baton Rouge Parish
151
Dr. Satish Verma
Head, Personnel & Organization
Development
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December 19, 2000
Happy Holidays!
Your quick response to the communication survey at the web site 
www.agcenter.lsu.edu/commsurvev/Default.htm would be most appreciated. It is vital to 
obtain the most complete response from my friends and coworkers for this research to be 
most effective for our organization.
Personal contacts will be made to those who have not responded to give every 
opportunity for your response to the survey. Once you go to the site, instructions follow 
for completing the survey. Please complete the information all in one visit to the site or 
your name will have to be re-added to the pull-down list.
Director Jack Bagent has endorsed this study and email messages have been sent in an 
effort to obtain your responses. This study is part o f  a doctoral research program under 
the guidance of Dr. Satish Verma in the School o f Vocational Education.
Your participation would be most appreciated! Contact me for assistance by email 
ssoileau@agctr.lsu.edu or (225) 389-3055.
Sally Soileau
Extension Agent(Program Evaluation & Development)
East Baton Rouge Parish
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APPENDIX C
OTHER ASSIGNMENT SPECIFIC RESPONSES
Agent respondents reported:
15% safety coordinator for district 
25% economic development and 
workforce preparedness 
10% tourism/community development/ 
local government - PR 
25% community development and 
leadership 
14% economic development/ 
leadership/environment/ 
safety
10% district safety coordinator 
35% FNP
5% community involvement 
20% FNP 
5% community development 
15% leadership/community 
development 
60% volunteer management 
30% community and economic 
development 
25% supervise FNP 




15% curriculum development 
25% EFNEP
60% EFNEP supervision and 
curriculum development 
10% in service 
20% EFNEP
Specialist respondents reported:
20% economic development 
80% (not indicated)
100 % project leader (% not indicated) 
50% LSRVP
80% leadership development 
100% program development 
100% pod 
90% research
20% economic and CRD etc.
5% professional meetings 
20% safety






20% environmental science/entomology 
2% community services 
10% (not indicated)
100% character education 
25% (not indicated)
153
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APPENDIX D
PATTERNS O F COMMUNICATION DATA
11. To what extent do you use each o f the following methods to send information to 
agents? (Data from specialists)



















1.95/1.26 53/56.4 10/10.6 20/21.3 5/5.3 6/6.4 94/100
Email
unassisted
4.39/.91 2/1.9 2/1.9 12/11.5 25/24.0 63/60.6 104/100
Telephone
individual




1.70/.93 57/55.9 24/23.5 18/17.6 1/1.0 2/2.0 102/100
Face-to-face
individual
3.76/.87 1/1.10 5/4.8 33/31.7 44/42.3 21/20.2 104/100
Face-to-face
group
3.59/.86 1/1.10 8/7.9 36/35.6 42/41.6 14/13.9 101/100
Written
memo/letter
3.26/.96 5/4.9 14/13.7 41/40.2 34/44.4 8/7.8 102/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
3.18/.84 5/4.9 9/8.7 55/53.4 30/29.1 4/3.9 103/100
Internal
newsletter




1.95/1.04 45/45.0 23/23.0 27/27.0 2/2.0 2/2.0 99/100
Other 2.0/1/31 16/53.3 5/16.7 4/13/3 3/10.0 2/6.7 30/100
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12. To what extent do you receive information from agents by the following methods? 
(Data from specialists)



















2.03/1.33 52/55.3 10/10.6 15/16.0 11/11.7 6/6.4 94/100
Email
unassisted
4.03/.94 2/1.9 5/4.8 17/16.3 44/42.3 36/34.6 104/100
Telephone
individual




1.64/.91 61/59.8 22/21.6 15/14.7 3/2.9 1/1.0 102/100
Face-to-face
individual
3.54/.81 2/1.9 3/2.8 48/45.3 39/36.8 12/11.3 104/100
Face-to-face
group
3.21/.91 5/4.9 11/10.8 51/50.0 28/27.5 7/6.9 102/100
Written
memo/letter
3.03/.99 7/6.8 20/19.4 46/44.7 23/22.3 7/6.8 103/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
2.89/.94 10/9.6 20/19.2 47/45.2 25/24.0 2/1.9 104/100
Internal
newsletter




1.84/1.01 49/50.0 24/24.5 19/19.4 4/4.1 2/2.0 98/100
Other 1.54/1.10 20/76.9 1/38 3/11.5 1/3.8 1/3.8 26/100
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13. To what extent do you use each of the following methods to send information to
specialists? (Data from specialists)



















1.74/1.14 59/64.8 9/9.9 14/15.4 6/6.6 3/3.3 91/100
Email
unassisted
4.31/.99 4/4.0 1/1.0 11/10.9 29/28.7 56/55.4 101/100
Telephone
individual




1.83/1.02 47/47.5 32/32.3 14/14.1 2/2.0 4/4.0 99/100
Face-to-face
individual
3.85/.95 1/1.0 6/5.9 30/29.7 34/33.7 30/29.7 101/100
Face-to-face
group
3.24/1.03 7/7.0 12/12.0 41/41.0 30/30.0 10/10.0 100/100
Written
memo/letter
2.91/.93 8/8.0 18/18.0 55/55.0 13/13.0 6/6.0 100/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
2.65/1.06 15/15.2 30/30.3 33/33.0 17/17.2 4/4.0 99/100
Internal
newsletter




1.72/.97 53/55.2 23/24.0 17/17.1 0/0 3/3.1 96/100
Other 1.45/.83 14/70.0 4/20.0 1/5.0 1/5.0 0/0 20/100
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14. To what extent do you receive information from specialists by the following
methods? (Data from specialists)



















1.88/1.21 56/57.7 14/14.4 14/14.4 9/9.3 4/4.1 97/100
Email
unassisted
4.3S/.85 2/2.0 1/1.0 9/8.9 34/33.7 55/54.5 101/100
Telephone
individual




1.71/.85 50/49.5 34/33.7 14/13.9 2/2.0 1/1.0 101/100
Face-to-face
individual
3.75A93 2/2.0 4/3.9 36/35.3 36/35.3 24/23.5 102/100
Face-to-face
group
3.15/.97 7/6.9 13/12.9 46/45.5 28/27.7 7/6.9 101/100
Written
memo/letter
3.07/.86 4/4.0 18/18.2 47/47.5 27/27.3 3/3.0 99/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
2.54/.90 12/12.0 37/37.0 37/37.0 13/13.0 1/1.0 100/100
Internal
newsletter




1.921.95 41/42.3 29/29.9 22/22.7 4/4.1 1/1.0 97/100
Other 1.22/.55 15/83.3 2/11.1 1/5.6 0/0 0/0 18/100
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11. To what extent do you use each o f the following methods to send information to
agents? (Data from agents)



















1.83/1.04 99/53.2 36/19.4 38/20.4 10/5.4 3/1.6 186/100
Email
unassisted
4.26/1.00 6/2.9 6/2.9 28/13.7 53/26.0 111/54.4 204/100
Telephone
individual




1.35/.65 143/73.7 37/19.1 13/6.7 0/0 1/.5 194/100
Face-to-face
individual
3.27/.84 5/2.5 17/8.5 116/57.7 44/21.9 19/9.5 201/100
Face-to-face
group
3.05/.86 9/4.5 29/14.6 118/59.3 30/15.1 13/6.5 199/100
Written
memo/letter
2.80/.95 20/9.9 47/23.2 99/48.8 28/13.8 9/4.4 203/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
3.00/.88 12/5.9 33/16.2 113/55.4 36/17.6 10/4.9 204/100
Internal
newsletter




1.61/.89 121/61.7 39/19.9 27/13.8 9/4.6 0/0 87/100
Other 1.19/.52 60/87.0 5/7.2 4/5.8 0/0 0/0 69/100
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12. To what extent do you receive information from agents by the following methods?
(Data from agents)



















2.10/1.25 94/49.5 21/11.1 43/22.6 26/13.7 6/3.2 190/100
Email
unassisted
4.19/.95 HZ.5 2/1.0 27/13.4 76/37.6 90/44.6 180/100
Telephone
individual




1.44/.75 135/68.5 43/21.8 13/6.6 6/3.0 0/0 197/100
Face-to-face
individual
3.24/.71 4/2.0 13/6.5 122/60.7 55/27.4 7/3.5 201/100
Face-to-face
group
2.92/.73 9/4.6 28/14.4 131/67.2 23/11.8 4/2.1 195/100
Written
memo/letter
2.921.86 11/5.4 43/21.3 106/52.5 35/17.3 7/3.5 202/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
2.85/.90 17/.4 40/19.7 111/54.7 27/13.3 8/3.9 203/100
Internal
newsletter




1.88/.96 90/46.2 48/24.6 49/25.1 6/3.1 2/1.0 195/100
Other 1.17/.56 42/89.4 3/6.4 1/2.1 1/2.1 0/0 47/100
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13. To what extent do you use each o f the following methods to send information to
specialists? (Data from agents)



















1.90/1.09 101/51.8 35/17.9 41/21.0 14/7.2 4/2.1 195/100
Email
unassisted
3.64/1.09 10/4.8 17/8.2 61/29.3 69/33.2 51/24.5 208/100
Telephone
individual




1.40/.66 15/68.5 49/24.9 10/5.1 3/1.5 0/0 77/100
Face-to-face
individual
2.70/.90 24/11.7 46/22.3 108/52.4 23/11.2 5/2.4 206/100
Face-to-face
group
2.33/.91 40/20.1 70/35.2 75/37.7 11/5.5 3/1.5 199/100
Written
memo/letter
2.47/.94 36/17.6 64/31.2 80/39.0 23/11.2 2/1.0 205/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
2.68/.97 30/14.7 44/21.6 97/47.5 28/13.7 5/2.5 204/100
Internal
newsletter




1.66/.89 117/58.5 41/20.5 36/18.0 5/2.5 1/.5 200/100
Other 1.04/.20 47/95.9 2/4.1 0/0 0/0 0/0 49/100
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14. To what extent do you receive information from specialists by the following methods?
(Data from agents)



















2.23/1.34 89/46.1 23/11.9 43/22.3 24/12.4 14/7.3 193/100
Email
unassisted
4.05/.95 5/2.4 6/2.9 41/19.8 77/37.2 78/37.7 207/1001
Telephone
individual




1.47/.79 134/67.3 43/21.6 16/8.0 5/2.5 1/.5 199/100
Face-to-face
individual
2.121.2,6 21/10.1 46/22.1 117/56.3 19/9.1 5/2.4 208/100
Face-to-face
group
2.59/.89 32/15.7 40/19.6 113/55.4 17/8.3 2/1.0 204/100
Written
memo/letter
3.05/1.02 21/10.1 26/12.5 96/46.2 51/24.5 14/6.7 208/100
Facsimile
(FAX)
2.45/.97 40/19.5 58/28.3 86/42.0 16/7.8 5/2.4 205/100
Internal
newsletter




2.33/1.07 60/30.2 43/21.6 70/35.2 23/11.0 3/1.4 199/100
Other 1.09/.35 43/93.5 2/4.3 1/2.2 0/0 0/0 46/100
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APPENDIX E
OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) QUESTIONS 11-14
11. To what extent do you use each of the following methods to send information to 
agents? Other (please specify) Responses:
Agent Responses: Specialist Responses:
word of mouth 
n/a
desktop video conference 
by messenger 
phone messages
cotton web page 
DTN Satellite, taped 
cell phone 
web site/PDF file 
mobile telephone






12. To what extent do you receive information from agents by the following methods? 
Other (please specify) Responses:
Agent Responses: Specialist Responses:
n/a
agent’s clientele occasionally 
desktop videoconferencing
distance diagnostic system 
third party 
insect identification 
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13. To what extent do you use each o f the following methods to send information to 




cotton web page 
mobile telephone
through division leaders and Extension 
administrators 
distance diagnostics
14. To what extent do you receive information from specialists by the following 
methods? Other (please specify) Responses:
Agent Responses: Specialist Responses:
n/a workshop
programs mailed training sessions and workshops
desktop video conference
163
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APPENDIX F
DATA FROM 49 COMMUNICATION STATEMENTS
Agents and Specialists Perceptions of Selected Communication Statements
Statement Mean* SD Classification1
Planning educational programs 6.13
involves collaboration with agents.
My immediate supervisor is 6.07
friendly with his/her subordinates.
Staff conferences in my unit 5.98
conducted in an open manner.
I can tell my immediate 5.93
supervisor how things are going.
My immediate supervisor 5.90
listens to me.
My relationship with my 5.89
immediate supervisor is satisfying.
Advisory committee work includes 5.88
effective collaboration with specialists.
I am free to disagree with my 5.88
immediate supervisor.
Technological changes have 5.88
been incorporated to enhance my 
work effort.
I experience helpful assistance 5.85
from specialists with my problems.
I experience helpful assistance 5.83
from agents with my problems.
My immediate supervisor is 5.80
honest with me
Planning educational programs 5.77
involves collaboration with 
specialists.
My immediate supervisor 5.77
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I trust my immediate supervisor.
The frequency o f  work-related 
communication with faculty in my 
unit is appropriate to meet my job 
needs.
Agent educational programs 
are effectively presented.
Agents communicate with 
specialists in a positive manner.
My relationship with my 
co-workers is satisfying.
Specialists communicate with 
agents in a positive manner
Coordination o f shared equipment 
is communicated in an organized 
manner.
Specialists’ educational programs 
are effectively presented.
I trust my co-workers.
The agents I need to interact 
with are readily available.
Advisory committee work includes 
effective collaboration with 
specialists.
My co-workers get along with 
each other.
Agents are sensitive to cultural 
differences.
I influence operations in my unit 
or department.
Program changes impacting 
responsibilities within my unit 
are communicated effectively.
Specialists are sensitive to 
cultural differences.
Agents have an appreciation 
for the role o f  specialists.
5.73 1.66 Moderately Agree
5.65 1.37 Moderately Agree
5.64 1.30 Moderately Agree
5.62 1.39 Moderately Agree
5.62 1.50 Moderately Agree
5.56 1.37 Moderately Agree
5.55 1.47 Moderately Agree
5.51 1.29 Moderately Agree
5.45 1.58 Slightly Agree
5.30 1.57 Slightly Agree
5.30 1.42 Slightly Agree
5.29 1.73 Slightly Agree
5.26 1.59 Slightly Agree
5.24 1.49 Slightly Agree
5.21 1.55 Slightly Agree
5.05 1.48 Slightly Agree
5.04 1.58 Slightly Agree
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Faculty communication through 
professional associations is 
effective.
The specialists I need to interact 
with are readily available.
My relationship with top 
management is satisfying.
I have a say in decisions that 
effect my job.
Top management is sincere in their 
efforts to communicate with 
employees.
Specialists have an appreciation for 
the role o f agents.
My organization encourages 
differences in opinion.
Program reporting is well 
coordinated by agents.
Program reporting is well 
coordinated by specialists.
I trust top management in 
the Extension service.
Distance learning has been 
effectively utilized for 
communication.
The parish strategic planning forums 
enhanced the communication 
between agents and specialists.
Advancement opportunities are 
communicated effectively within 
the organization.
In-house communication training 
is inadequate.
Specialists response time to requests 
for information takes more time 
than it should.
Cooperation among Extension 
faculty in evaluation o f programs 
is ineffective.
4.90 1.51 Slightly Agree
4.89 1.64 Slightly Agree
4.86 1.63 Slightly Agree
4.80 1.76 Slightly Agree
4.68 1.80 Slightly Agree
4.67 1.72 Slightly Agree
4.63 1.68 Slightly Agree
4.63 1.59 Slightly Agree
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Agents’ response time to requests 3.86 1.61 Neutral
for information takes more time 
than it should.
Work schedules o f faculty are 3.28 1.79 Slightly Disagree
inappropriately communicated.
“Response scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = 
neutral, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = moderately agree, and 7 = strongly agree. 
bClassification: 1.50 or less= strongly disagree, 1.51-2.50 = moderately disagree, 2.51- 
3.50 = slightly disagree, 3.51- 4.49 = neutral, 4.50-5.49 = slightly agree, 5.50-6.49 = 
moderately agree, and 6.50-7.0 = strongly agree.
Communication Specialist Agent Total
Statement
n m SD n m SD n m SD
1 Planning educational programs
involves collaboration with agents 104 6.41 1.00 210 5.98 1.08 314 6.12 1.07
2 Planning educational programs
involves collaboration with specialists 104 6.28 1.10 210 5.53 1.2 314 5.76 1.24
3 Advisory committee work includes
Effective collaboration with agents 104 5.91 1.46 210 3.86 1.29 314 5.87 1.34
4 Advisory committee work includes
Effective collaboration with specialists 104 5.71 1.49 209 5.11 1.30 313 5.29 1.41
5 Program reporting is well coordinated
by agents 104 4.31 1.6 210 4.78 1.54 314 4.62 1.59
6 Program reporting is well coordinated
by specialists 104 4.54 1.48 209 4.5 1.44 313 4.5 1.46
7 Agents’ response time to request for 
information takes more time than
it should 102 3.98 1.66 205 3.54 1.56 307 3.68 1.61
8 Specialists’ response time to request 
for information takes more time than
it should 102 3.80 1.58 208 3.88 1.63 310 3.85 1.61
9 The agents I need to interact with are
readily available 102 5.17 1.55 203 5.37 1.56 305 5.29 1.56
10 The specialists I need to interact
with are readily available 103 5.12 1.55 207 4.70 1.67 310 4.89 1.64
11 Agent educational programs are
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effectively presented 103 5.26 1.49 203 5.83 1.14 306 5.63
12 Specialist educational programs
are effectively presented 103 5.50 1.37 207 5.52 1.23 310 5.50
13 I experience helpful assistance from
agents with my problems 103 5.72 1.21 202 5.89 1.12 305 5.83
14 I experience helpful assistance from
specialist with my problems 103 6.05 .984 207 5.76 1.23 310 5.85
15 Agents communicate with specialists
in a positive manner 102 5.40 1.57 205 5.74 1.27 307 5.62
16 Specialists communicate with agents
in a positive manner 102 5.63 1.24 208 5.54 1.42 310 5.55
17 Agents are sensitive to cultural
changes 102 4.78 1.68 205 5.50 1.48 307 5.26
18 Specialists are sensitive to cultural
changes 103 4.82 1.54 207 5.16 1.44 310 5.05
19 The parish strategic planning forums 
enhanced the communication
between agents and specialists 102 4.64 1.67 207 4.12 1.63 309 4.28
20 Agents have an appreciation for
the role o f specialists 103 4.81 1.81 205 5.16 1.42 308 5.04
21 Specialists have an appreciation
for the role of agents 102 5.31 1.50 207 4.36 1.72 309 4.67
22 My relationship with my
immediate supervisor is satisfying 104 5.85 1.58 210 5.91 1.58 314 5.89
23 I trust my immediate supervisor 104 5.76 1.65 210 5.72 1.66 314 5.73
24 My immediate supervisor is
honest with me 104 5.83 1.61 210 5.79 1.57 314 5.80
25 My immediate supervisor listens
tome  104 5.81 1.63 210 5.94 1.52 314 5.90
26 I am free to disagree with my
immediate supervisor 104 5.86 1.53 210 5.89 1.48 314 5.87
27 I can tell my immediate supervisor
when things are going wrong 104 5.93 1.52 210 5.94 1.42 314 5.93
28 My immediate supervisor is friendly
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29 My immediate supervisor praises
me for a good job 104
30 I trust top management in the 
Extension Service 102
31 Top management is sincere in 
their efforts to communicate
with employees 103
32 My relationship with top 
management is satisfying 103
33 Staff conferences in my unit are 
conducted in an open manner 104
34 Coordination o f shared equipment 
is communicated in an organized 
manner 104
35 Work schedules o f  faculty are 
inappropriately communicated 104
36 Technological changes have
been incorporated to 104
37 The frequency o f  work-related 
communication with faculty in 
my unit is appropriate to meet
my job needs 104
38 Program changing impacting 
responsibilities within my unit
are communicated effectively 103
39 Cooperation among Extension 
faculty in evaluation o f programs
is ineffective 104
40 Distance learning has been 
effectively utilized for 
communication 104
41 In-house communication training
is inadequate 104
42 I trust my coworkers 104
43 My coworkers get along with
each other 104
44 My relationship with my 
coworkers is satisfying 104
5.93 1.45 210 5.70 1.65 314
4.73 1.84 210 4.35 1.77 312
4.88 1.84 210 4.59 1.75 313
5.03 1.73 208 4.78 1.56 311
5.72 1.47 210 6.11 1.36 314
5.23 1.6 209 5.71 1.38 313
3.27 1.62 208 3.28 1.87 312
5.68 1.34 209 5.97 1.15 313
5.71 1.37 209 5.63 1.37 313
5.23 1.61 210 5.20 1.53 313
3.92 1.68 210 3.72 1.63 314
4.50 1.76 209 4.42 1.70 313
4.06 1.63 209 4.08 1.64 313
5.62 1.43 209 5.37 1.65 313
5.43 1.57 209 5.22 1.81 313


















Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
45 My organization encourages 
differences o f opinion
46 I have a say in decisions that 
affect my job
47 I influence operations in my 
unit or department
48 Advancement opportunities 
are communicated effectively 
within the organization
49 Faculty communication through 







209 4.7 1.64 311
208 4.8 1.72 311
208 5.31 1.41 307
210 4.30 1.79 314
209 5.02 1.5 312
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APPENDIX G
PERSONAL COMMUNICATION EXPERIENCES
Effective Communication Experiences Reported by Agents According to
Interactions Categories
Category 1: Subordinate
1. We planned our advisory committee meeting. The other agent called some o f the 
people we wanted on our agenda and I called others. We agreed on a date, based on 
deadlines and our schedules of appointments. We agreed on the agenda. We are each 
gathering information needed to give out at the meeting as parts o f  our presentations.
We divided the information to be given at the meeting between us amicably. The 
meeting will take place next week.
2. A young associate agent's expense account indicated that he had exhausted 69 percent 
of his yearly allowance. Before signing his next expense account, we sat down to discuss 
and evaluate his travel purposes and destinations. Several discrepancies were noted and 
discussed such as: 1,Travel outside the parish not directly related to assigned job 
responsibility. 2 Rarely utilizing group travel even when possible. 3,Excessive lodging 
expenses doubling that o f other agents sharing their expenses, and other points just to 
mention a few. A discussion of the agent's job responsibilities and how it related to his 
yearly budget allowance seemed register positively with this agent .He was helped to 
understand that priorities had to be set in expense utilization in order to accomplish his 
assigned job responsibility. The results were that he did go over budget that year. 
However, he has managed to stay well within his budget allowance ever since.
3. My part-time secretary asked to have her work schedule shifted from Tuesday though 
Thursday to Monday through Wednesday. This was refered to the nextstaff conference 
and was discussed by the agents and the full-time secretary. In addition the District 
Agent was contacted and the change discussed with her. The result was that everyone 
had input and the decision was made to allow her to shift her days to Monday through 
Wednesday.
4. Training o f Master Gardeners was an excellent program.Transferral ofinformation to 
my coordinator was effective and the communication skills that were involved through 
this coordinator were o f excellent quality.The skills displayed showed qualities o f being a 
people person, able to transfer learned cultural practices in horticulture to co-workers and 
clientele.
5. Employee was directed several times to be sure and let secretarie(s) know daily work 
schedule and whereabouts when schedule changed and away from office during work 
hours. Employee continued to ignore directive and to manipulate other staff in covering
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whereabouts for personal time taken instead o f being on the job as expected. Final 
warning was given that when no communication was provided to secretaries when 
schedule changed, leave would be applied and automatic. The situation has since been 
corrected by the employee but only after extreme measures had gotten the employee's 
attention.
6. Shortly after my assignment as Parish Chair, I discovered that there was "Tension" 
between the two office secretaries. The "younger" and most experienced secretary (over 
25 years service with LCES), is the "Office Manager. The "older" secretary, retired from 
one o f  the plants, feels that she is "over qualified" for the job, and that secretary #1 gets 
special privileges, etc. She did not know/fully understand or was never made aware o f 
their roles in the office. Eventually this situation came to a "head" and I called the two 
individuals into my office. I first had secretary #2 to express her problem. She voiced all 
o f her frustrations. Secretary # was not really aware of all of the things that secretary # 2 
was holding in -many of these things were misconceptions and/or misunderstandings. I 
allowed both secretaries to get everything off their chests. Then, I outlined the 
responsibilities o f each, specifically pointing out that Secretary # 1 would serve as office 
Manager and that all of her (secretary#2) workload would be directed to her by either 
myself or the office manager. Secretary #2 accepted this and stated that she felt better 
now that things had been explained to her. This method was also passed on to other 
members o f the office staff. After the "air was cleared" the situation has been calm and 
things have worked well.
7. Working with 4-H Ag Assist, on Job responsibility! It was effective because we 
discussed the subject the pros and cons and came to the conclusion the safety was a factor 
and we should wait.
8. Minimum important information given to appropriate officials on personal health 
record o f  an office employee. This staff member had a seizure immediately upon arriving 
at work in the morning. No one else on staff had an inkling as to what the problem may 
have been. 911 was summoned and ambulance was called and staff member taken to 
hospital for professional attention. Personal information on file on this staff member was 
very helpful although not available to other staff members.
Category 2; Coworker
1. Sharing o f educational programs between coworkers, a fellow coworker and I 
commonly share program materials by e-mail requests. Materials are e-mailed, faxed or 
mailed. Good cooperation and mutual respect is present between these two individuals, 
which fosters good communication.
2. I had a producer that had a problem and called me about it. I contacted a specialist 
who I was able to discuss the problem with. This specialist was not in but promptly 
returned my call and was able to help me come up with a possible solution to the
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problem. This specialist also did so further research and got back to me with some more
information.
3. I have excellent communication with most people. Recently, I had a mis- 
communication with one of my co-workers regarding demonstration material from the 
state office. The co-worker searched my office for the material, o f course, she did not find 
it. Later, she said , "Oh well, I guess you did not receive the material," however, she 
stated she was told I had this infonnation by one o f the specialist.
4. A communication on the organization and delivery of a crops related program. It was 
very effective and the program was set and involved myself and county agents that are 
planning a crop related program for updating producers in the district
5. Problem arose about scheduling o f  event. Coordination between agents work out 
details so program was successful
6. My co-worker and I had a break down in communication on a job task being prepared 
and preformed in a timely and professional procedure. The office supervisor called a staff 
conference with all staff persons involved and the matter was discussed and a decision 
was made with all staff members involved in the matter agreeing with the decision.
7. Communication with area forester relative to Field Day activities. Phone messages, 
email, fax, and personal contact were utilized to develop the program and schedule for the 
event.
8. I was planning a program and wanted to use Power Point instead o f other teaching 
methods. I sent an email to one o f our specialist asking if  they might have a presentation 
on this topic already done that they could send to me. The specialist called me back by 
phone within a few hours and by the end o f our conversation, the request I had made was 
on its way to me.
9. My Co-worker and I decided to divide work assignments pertaining to 4-H Youth 
Development according to expertise and the communication was effective.
10. The 4-H agent and parish chairman were discussing the livestock project as it 
concerned with possession dates. The agent wanted to be flexible with the date by a few 
days. It was strongly recommended to him that there was no flexibility in these dates. 
The agent followed the recommendation and the club member received the calf before 
November 1.
11. I had a problem with the times to pick up 4-h Broilers. After conversations with 
specialist, I was able to change my pick-up location and time. This worked out well 
because o f  another meeting later that day.
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12. My co-worker was having to make a decision about an activity that had been 
planned. We talked about it, agreed and disagreed about certain things. The coworker, 
the wrote the activity up, gave it to me to make changes, or to agree or disagree with the 
finally decision. We agreed to make a few changes and then prepared the information for 
distribution.
13. A recent forage meeting was held that involved extension agent, specialist and forage 
researchers. Participants in this meeting shared information concerning research projects 
they were conducting, field demonstrations they were involved in, and recommendations 
that extension and research are making. The communication was effective because the 
information was presented in a manner that was informative, interesting and met a need 
o f  the audience. The meeting place and facilities were good with no distractions or 
interruptions. The results were two way communications with an exchange o f ideas, 
information, and
14. There was a disease problem on a crop and I could not identify it. I had to get the 
disease specialist involved. I called him describe the symptoms he told me what he 
thought was the problem. However by talking with the fanners and looking at the 
problem I had to get back to the specialist. After talking with him by phone we decided 
that the specialist needed to make a farm visit with me. Because I express my concern 
the specialist and I made a visit to that farm within 2 days. We collected samples, 
scouted the field. The specialist took the sample back with him. Between him and the 
biology department a diagnosis was made. Within a week the specialist call me back 
with talk and we discuss the problem, the cause of the problem. Because the specialist 
and I had start seeing the problems in other fields we got together and plan a meeting for 
the farms. What made the experience effective was that the specialist knew me and that I 
was concern and I asked him can he go with me to see the problem and he can. At the 
meeting we had 29 farmers attended. Because the disease was transmitted by insects 
the disease specialist got the entomology specialist involved. Before the meeting the 2 
specialists and I made visited in the parish to see how serious was the problem. After, I 
asked the entomology specialist what chemicals can be used. He made up a spray 
schedule and e-mail to me, then I sent the spray schedule out to the farmers. I also had 
them available at the meeting.
15. My co-worker and I are planning a career day and we have an upcoming committee 
meeting to organize the event. We met to discuss packets that will be given to committee 
members. We agreed on items to be included and divided responsibilities for getting the 
task done. We worked efficiently to prepare for the upcoming meeting.
16.1 needed some nutrition information that I did not have access to in my office. The 
nutritional guide that I was using did not supply me with additional information that I 
needed to help my client. I called a nutrition specialist in Knapp Hall for this information. 
She gave me a new web site that had the information I needed. She also answered my 
question. I booked marked the web site for future reference. This experience was very
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effective because this specialist always helps me out with my questions, and if  she is not 
in the office, she promptly returns my calls. I always get positive responses from her. I 
have not had any ineffective experiences with the FCS specialists in Knapp Hall. They 
are all processionals and I consider them my
17. A recent irrigation workshop held in our district was well organized and had input of 
everyone on the committee who worked on it.
18. I have a great communication relationship with the other 4-H agents in this parish. 
We share ideas, plans, and other information so that we can work together as a team to 
accomplish our job.
19. There was a problem that occurred at a 4-H activity. The problem was not an 
intentional one, but occurred as a result o f the lack o f  communication between agents. 
Decisions were make without consultation with other agents. The results put other co­
workers in an awkward situation. Upon hearing o f the incident, a person to person 
discussion was held with the person making the decision that affected everyone. It was a 
two way discussion. The result was that both sides were enlightened as to the other 
persons views on the situation. As a result, the problem was rectified. A weekly meeting 
of all agents involved in the 4-H program is held. It is good for the staff.
20. Generally speaking, communication is good. Nothing in particular comes to mind.
21. Planning and coordinating programs and schedules
22. There was a problem with the 4-H livestock program and co-worker expressed his 
opinion o f the situation. I collaborated with co-worker in a positive manner to assist in 
resolving the problem. It was resolved in an amiable manner. Often times I feel people 
who work closely together in a parish do not communicate to discuss details prior to an 
event which can lead to problems in carrying out an effective and efficient
23. There was a decision to discuss relating to a program related project. We discussed 
the issue decided what was best for all involved and agreed to a solution. This was all 
done in a cooperative, professional, and pleasant setting.
24. The task was given to update parish forum results. I told all agents what I was told 
and that we had a specific number o f characters to fill in and a deadline o f 48 hours. All 
agents turned in the information the same day and with the limitations placed on all of 
us. All agents used the provided examples and there was no need for clarification or 
rewrites or reminders.
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25. There is no one incident. Our entire staff is open and communicate with each other 
effectively. We make time for each other; use each other for sounding boards and offer 
support. We seem to be a rare bunch.
26. In working at a seven-parish area, my job effectiveness depends on a good working 
relationship with the parish agents. A recent program I conducted involved adult and 4- 
H jr. leader clientele in a parish. My communication with an adult agent and a 4-H agent 
in that parish would determine the success o f  the program. We could not meet as a 
group, because o f  conflicts. This made the planning a little more difficult, but the 
communication was open and clear between the three o f us. Only two o f us were going 
to be able to be present for the program. The program was extremely successful, with 
great participation from both clientele groups. I feel that having the two groups together 
on the program provided a better learning experience for both the adults and the jr. 
leaders.
27. Communication between two agents working on conducting parenting classes for the 
two parishes in which the agents work. Agents communicated about agenda, location, 
date, etc. and conducted the all day program without any problem.
28. I asked if  we need to do a certain task. The answer was directed to me in a question- 
therefore I answered my own question.
29. In staff conference extension work detail was provided to all staff employees i.e., 
advisory committee meetings. All agents and secretaries coordinated efforts to hold 
successful advisory committee meetings with agents and overall committee meetings.
30. A co-worker and I have formed a team to plan, implement, and evaluate a particular 
programming effort. Although we approach such matters in different ways, we respect 
each others abilities and succeeded with our endeavor.
31. New agent does not know all of the 4-H livestock families. Myself and the other 
County Agent sat and discussed the need to visit all o f these families , especially the new 
families. We devised a plan where we would all work to get this done and let each other 
know when we had seen a family. The 4-H agent will still be the contact agent but we 
will be helping him get this task done.
32. My responsibility in a subject matter area required me to coordinate, set up, confirm 
speakers, secured facilities, keep track o f contributions, coordinate with staff any written 
communication to be sent out relative to the event. Even though the primary 
responsibility was mine, I communicated to staff (coworkers)all of the things that would 
be needed in terms o f their help, and I feel that this is making my job easier, and will be a 
primary reason why I feel the event will be effective as we seek to provide a high level o f 
educational programs to our clientele. The fact that I communicated to my coworkers
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what my needs were relative to the event, made a big difference in their willingness to 
help me.
33. Talked to a Home Economist about an upcoming training. She helped me prepare for 
the test which was part o f the training
34. The curriculum group planned and presented a training session on volunteer leaders 
to 4-H agents at Annual Conference. Agents involved communicated with specialists and 
field agents via group face to face, individual face to face, individual telephone and email. 
The result was a smoothly executed session involving several different agents presenting 
different parts.
35. Ag field day with safety educational display for farm safety. Co workers helped set up 
display effectively to enhance learning opportunity for audience. Also at this field day, 
conducted program jointly with specialist on a research problem related to fire ant 
control. Actual demonstration "seeing is doing" made the program particularly effective.
36. Event calendars for all staff were made available to everyone; allowing co-workers to 
be at meetings.
37. the coordination of exhibiting the lsu agcenter mini-farm at the ag-expo. everyone 
carried out their assigned responsibilities after being assigned.
38. In the implementation of the new Premier Exhibitor Programs, my co-workers have 
been very willing to each play a part in this program on a district level. They have all 
supported the efforts that this program is educational to all exhibitors involved and that 
more of these programs should be offered.
39. Then experience dealt with organizing our parish show meeting. My co-workers and 
I communicated well with one another on preparing for our respective duties regarding 
the meeting. We talked and ran ideas by each other and got needed feedback on how the 
meeting may turn out with new ideas we wanted to introduce. Staff was very supportive 
o f one another.
40. A serious environmental problem affecting my community recently arose. It 
involved political positioning and Extension Service's role as educator. I had to call on 
state specialist and other parish agents to become involved in some "sticky" meetings 
with local and State political personalities, and, the setting up and delivering o f an 
educational program. I found assistance from m y co-workers easy to obtain and their 
assistance very creditable and helpful. Through this experience, my trust and confidence 
in my co-workers has been heightened. I speak o f  the groundwater issue in north 
Louisiana.
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41. I needed some expertise regarding a homeowner's problem with some lawn irrigation 
equipment. An ag engineering specialist was contacted and arrangements made for a 
home visit. On the appointed day the specialist came, on time, and we traveled together 
to the designated home owner's residence. The company which had installed the system 
was requested to visit with the specialist and I, which he did. The homeowner was 
relieved and reassured that her irrigation system was working properly and only a couple 
of minor adjustments were needed.
42. Co-workers were asked to assist with educational program for youth. Co-workers 
provided help with planning and presenting program. Each person's responsibility was 
clearly communicated. Each person's contribution added to the success o f the program.
43. One of my co-workers and I always help each other (when possible) with just about 
all activities. We usually do not have to ask each other for help we just jump right in and 
help. We have made each other jobs a lot easier.
44. A co-worker, and a professional, and I worked together to do a puppet show for 
Elementary aged 4-H members . Communication was effective because all o f  us and the 
school teachers wanted to get the job done and have the children enjoy learning the 
lessons to be learned about preventing woods arson.
45. Volunteered to assist with a program. Had to change plans at last minute because of 
death of aunt. Communicated my responsibility to another agent and they responded and 
completed my task.
46. The agents in my office were working together to plan the Fall Activity Day for 4- 
Hers. Each agent had a responsibility. It was crucial that I communicated effectively 
with each agent in my office so they would completely understand their responsibility.
47. Secretarial problem in which secretary refused to work. Racial statements were made 
by secretary and the refusal to stay at her desk and discontinue extended personal 
conversations on the phone. Extended breaks (2 hrs/day). Asst, to the Asst. D A had joint 
meeting in which communication worked.
48. My co-worker and I communicate well together. We share our calendar o f  events and 
schedule activities accordingly. We take the time to critique each others programs and use 
constructive criticism when necessary. She and I make it a point to praise each others 
efforts and accomplishments. If  I have a conflicting schedule, she volunteers to lend a 
hand and I reciprocate the same way. I am very fortunate to have a co-worker with whom 
I feel comfortable enough to discuss matters. I have only been with extension for 1 XA  
years and my job has brought me a great deal o f satisfaction. Although my experiences 
have been quite positive, it caused me a great deal o f  discomfort when I was at the State 
office one day and accidently overheard a private conversation between office personnel. 
One specialist called the field agents "Cracker Jack Agents," while discussing a situation
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that obviously annoyed her. I think I was hurt to hear that she felt that way about we the
field agents. Just thought you should know...
49. I was experiencing problems with my local 4-H livestock program. I communicated 
with an animal science specialist for advice to solve a local problem. The specialist 
returned my call the same day and offered several solutions, and referred me to other 
contacts that may be helpful. The quick response and helpful advice from this specialist 
made this effective communication.
50. I was given the assignment of attending a regional Leadership Forum. In staff 
conference, I stated that I would miss 3 days o f club meetings (a total of 10 clubs would 
need to be rescheduled). My co-workers volunteered to each take a day so that I would 
not have to make-up the meetings when I returned. Their act o f kindness - - meant so 
much!
51. Recently, I have been made parish chairman of the office and I have met one on one 
with each o f the staff explaining my philosophy on work and work habits. So far, each 
staff member has made an effort to improve their work habits. Things are not perfect but 
are better.
52. Parish 4-H activity was coming up. Things needed to be taken care of in order to 
prepare for the activity. I met with my co-worker (4-H Agent) to discuss what things 
needed to be taken care o f and prepared. A list of items was drawn up that needed to be 
done. It was discussed among us who would be responsible for what things.
Preparations were successfully underway. Communication was effective because both 
parties had an agreement on what needed to be done. A list was drawn up and 
responsibilities were clearly stated for each Agent for the activity.
53. Asked for assistance with at District Livestock Program. Communicated with co­
workers at district meetings, staff conferences and e-mail. The program was a success 
and my co-workers were a huge help in operating the show.
54. Due to unfilled position in parish I was called upon to take lead role in major 
educational activity involving the youth. The Home Economist involved with 4H met 
with me several times to offer advice and insight to needs o f the parish youth involved 
and took an active and effective role in program.
55. I frequently use email as a form o f communication and find it to be very effective. 
Recently, I sent an email to my co workers requesting information to be used in a 
program for an upcoming meeting. Because o f the vast numbers o f people that can be 
reached in such a short time, I find email to be very effective. It illuminates lots o f  phone 
calls and "left messages". You are almost always guaranteed a response. People may not 
always be available in the office, but can get and send information through email from
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anywhere. As a result, everyone was contacted with enough time to respond, and the 
program was planned.
56. A field day was held involving 4 parishes and the local research station. We planned 
and organized the event and it was quite successful. We communicated via e-mail, 
through phone and the use of 3 planning meetings. We know each other pretty well and 
know what to expect from each other.
57. I was having problems with some information that I needed and the phone tag game 
was taking to long. The email really came through for me.
58. The staff conducted a character counts training meeting for youth in the parish and 
the communication between agents was a great part in the success o f the program.
59. Info concerning professional improvement meeting was sent out in a timely manner 
with a detailed agenda. Specialists were invited to participate. The meeting went 
smoothly and ran on time. A specialist did
60. An operator of a large shrimp plant in my area is very concerned with her high utility 
bills. I called a specialist in BR, and he quickly set up a site visit that will include two 
additional specialists. The plant operator had to change dates, and again the BR 
specialists responded quickly. They even had information sent to them so they could start 
their evaluation "pre-visit". Over-all, I am extremely pleased with these individuals. O f 
course, the real test will be with their results, but so far everyone involved (including the 
local Mayor) is pleased with our response. A few general observations that may help 
communications. We need more computer training for clerical AND professional level 
staff. We should also make a concerted effort to make all o f  our educational material 
available via the Internet. This would not only help us to be more visible, but also help 
our staff to get information into the public's hands. It is impossible to keep all o f our 
various publications, reports, etc., in our local offices, and many times I have been able to 
satisfy requests by downloading a report (usually from another state). It would be nice to 
have our reports available in the same way. If  all of the states did the same, Extension 
would become "the" best resource on the Internet for gardeners, consumers and fisheries 
user groups. It would make us a household word, and make budget battles a lot easier.
Just a thought. Thanks for the opportunity to respond.
61. Collaboration on parish event was done professionally.
62. MY coworker and I effectively communicated recently in planning and conducting 
Advisory Committee meetings. We support and assist each other with all areas o f our 
extension work. Effective communication and working together positively impacts the 
success o f our parish program. We consulted each other when setting dates for meetings. 
We jointly plan agendas and programs, and we assist each other in conducting meetings.
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63. My co-worker and I have not had a good relationship for the one and one-half years I 
have been working here. We are very different and approach every possible situation 
differently. However, we recently sat down face to face and talk out our problems and 
have since been very open and honest and willing to communicate with the other. Even 
though we are extremely different we have personally made commitments to respect the 
other and their work and to not let the differences be to the detriment of our parish 
program. Technology is great, the various methods are great, but I think that it is a 
personal choice whether a person wants to communicate with others. Everyone has the 
opportunity to do so. Those who are committed will not have as many problems with 
communicating their ideas, plans, programs, etc. to others.
64. My coworker and I planned to ride to an educational activity together in another 
parish. The night before the trip, he called to inform me that he would not be riding with 
me, since he had to make a farm visit in the part o f the parish we would be traveling 
through. Because he communicated with me early, we were able to ride together to the 
client's home, leave one vehicle there, and proceed to the out o f parish meeting. After the 
meeting, he met the client, and I proceeded back to my office. This worked out well for 
both of us.
65. When a co-worker in my office had gotten very angry at another co-worker o f ours, 
she called me at home to discuss the matter. I tried to stay neutral and calm because she 
was very upset (even over the phone). I tried to help her see both sides of the situation 
and how anything that is not addressed can turn into an even bigger problem. I suggested 
that she speak to her immediate supervisor to get her input on the situation. After 
speaking to her immediate supervisor, she calmed down even more, and seemed to put 
the whole event into its proper perspective. I feel that the best tool that the co-worker, the 
immediate supervisor and I used was "I" messages because they take the "blaming" out o f 
the communication process. Using this method seemed to "cool" the whole situation off
66. The experience happened with a co-worker. The person seems to always start 
conflict among other co-workers in the office. From my perspective the person does not 
listen when problems are trying to be resolved. They get angry and do not listen or want 
to compromise. This leads to a very difficult and touchy situation. My experience with 
this has lead me to take sometimes three times as long to resolve conflict with this 
individual. This is very frustrating. Over time this has improved, but not to the point
67. My co-worker and I were making plans to organize a Sci-Tech Camp for our 4-6 
grade 4-Hers in April. We each outlined what we thought would be appropriate activities 
for this event. We discussed each and came up with a program that we will use. We also 
collaborated with an agent in a neighboring parish who will also conduct a Sci-Tech 
camp this year. Everyone cooperated and we all worked together. It was a positive 
experience and I feel it will be an exciting event for our 4-Hers!
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68. Sent a memo to the office staff. A co-worker "misread" the message and was upset. 
He/she felt that it was directed to him/her. It was a message sent to all of the staff, which 
includes paraprofessional, clerical and faculty. I had to explain that it was a blanket 
memo stating office policy and guidelines. This was ineffective communication due to 
co-worker being automatically on the defense and reading into the memo what was not 
there. This person was the only one who misinterpreted the memo (out o f 12)
Category 3: Immediate Manager
1. My immediate supervisor has strong opinions regarding the direction and emphasis o f 
the program area for which I am responsible. Subsequently, there is frequent discussion 
regarding any modifications from the traditional scope. During a meeting with my co­
worker, my immediate supervisor and our middle management supervisors, we reviewed 
present program plans, made comparisons to past activities and events, and projected 
future directions some o f these programs may take. Particular emphasis was placed on 
the changing demographics within the organization and the increased work load o f  staff 
members, both existing and anticipated. The discussion was open and sincere, with all 
parties participating. An underlying purpose of the meeting was to address programing 
that may need to be "let go", a purpose which had not been clearly identified prior to the 
meeting, thus providing the only ineffective communication among participants.
However, staff members developed a clearer understanding regarding inevitable changes 
from past to present and future programing and improved the lines of communication 
among staff members.
2. Communication is open an encouraged. This attitude about communication in the 
office and between agent and immediate supervisor provides for a positive work 
atmosphere.
3. Our District Agent was made aware of problems within our Livestock Group. Plans 
were made to conduct a Livestock Advisory Committee meeting. The district agent was 
helpful in coming up with ways to run the meeting through the processes developed for 
the focus forums. The meeting ran smoothly with the District Agents help and guidance.
4. I was feeling the stress o f attending school at LSU and told my supervisor o f my 
decision to transfer to ULL. He supported my decision and gave me hints and advice to 
help me through his difficult time. He advised me to limit my activities as he had seen 
that I was involved in too many things. He applauded my efforts in creating new 
programs in my parish and encouraged me to ask for help in achieving my goals.
5. During evaluation there was a difference of opinion. My supervisor listened to my 
opinion and explanation o f why I felt strongly about a particular activity and we reached 
an agreeable solution through a positive discussion.
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6 ..A recent experience in communication had to do with a co-worker not receiving 
program e-mail communications. I had requested that this co-workers name be added to 
all program specialists e-mail address books but evidently it had not been done. I sent 
another e-mail message requesting the addition for a second or third time and cc'd my 
administrator. My administrator in turn e-mailed the Division Leader requesting that all 
o f  her faculty and staff add this particular persons name to their address books. At this 
moment, I have been told verbally that my co-worker is receiving all o f the 
communications that I am
7. In starting a new position in a new parish, the Urban Administrator was very effective 
in communicating with me regarding my previous responsibilities and my new 
responsibilities. This was a very positive
8. At a parish staff conference, I made suggestions for changes in our involvement with 
the parish agricultural fair. As a result, at the next fair meeting in January, my duties with 
the "homemaking division" will be discontinued. I made additional suggestions that will 
also be discussed at the meeting. Although all o f  my suggestions were not well-received,
I at least felt I was listened to and respected for my opinions. My parish chair's resistance 
to change and my eagerness to change may cause conflict sometimes, but I don't feel he 
ever holds it against me when we have a difference o f opinion. He gives me the freedom 
to make changes that I feel are necessary in my own program area. I appreciate that.
9. My communication experience was with a specialist. I felt it was very effective. It 
was timely in addressing problems for many o f the farmers in our area. Issues addressed 
at this meeting could impact the economic well being o f our clientele.
10. My parish chairman is very effective in communicating to me my strengths and 
weaknesses regarding my job performance. He gives me an opportunity to share my 
opinions and thoughts about my performance. We develop solutions and/or make 
adjustments needed for more effective efforts together. The time we spend in evaluation 
is less stressful because o f the partnership approach he takes. I appreciate his honest 
criticism and praise. I think this approach and the evaluation instrument are very effective 
in helping me improve my job performance.
11. I enjoy a great working relationship with my supervisor. I feel she listens to my 
ideas, seeks my opinion and values what I say. I f  more managers were as open to 
"thinking out of the box" the LSU Ag Center would be better prepared to meet the needs 
o f Louisiana's citizens. I realize this does not describe a particular communication 
experience but communication with my supervisor is always effective and results are 
positive because o f her "open door" policy.
12. The workplace experience to which I refer is a discussion between myself and my 
district agent. The discussion was over the use o f distance learning sites for meetings 
rather than driving all over the state to attend them. He was very open to my suggestions
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and said that he would pass on my suggestions to the proper authorities. This was an 
effective experience as are most o f  the discussions I have with him. I do not know the 
results, but I do not expect that the suggestion will get as much consideration by the 
administration as they did by my supervisor because they don't seem to be as receptive to 
suggestions by
13. I was asked to join the Economic Dev. issue & do area work in the issue. The District 
Agent & Specialist for the issue met with me.
14. I do not mind saying the name o f my immediate supervisor^ ] She has openly 
listened to several o f my concerns and allowed me to make some professional decisions. 
She is supportive and open minded. She can give corrective criticism and assist in making 
the plan to meet the objectives that were decided
15. I had a difficult decision to make and ask my District agent to listen to the problem 
and gave my solution and ask DA if  they agreed with my professional opinion on the 
issue the DA said "you should know the best way to handle it, that is why we hired you" I 
said thanks, handled it and left the office very satisfied and happy and knew I was 
respected. I love my job and the relationship with the DA is nothing but
16. Due to good communication from my immediate supervisor, I was able to plant a 
particular variety plot that would not have been planted otherwise. I was able to do this 
because he could tell me just how it should be done and know that I understood and could 
do it that way.
Category 4; Middle Manager
1. As a member of the LSU Ag Center " Water Initiative " management team, I was 
given the opportunity to present my Parish efforts in community involvement concerning 
the Sparta Aquifer. [ ] constructed a team of two County Agents, a member of ICMA 
can choose the programs we wish to devote our energies and resources to. I feel no 
pressure to perform beyond what I am capable of doing. I feel District Agent and field 
agents in my district have a realistic view of goals that can be accomplished and we each 
work towards that end.
2. Communication in regard to Extension financial support for attending professional 
meetings outside of State. Very positive. Twenty years ago in Extension this would 
never occurred.
3. The sugarcane educational training meeting was a very effective communication 
meeting. It brought researchers, specialists, agents, and other individuals together to 
leam the latest information available. The information was presented clearly and precise 
by all presenters. This information will allow agents to put on more effective programs 
back in their parishes.
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C ategory 5: Top Management
1. In the class that I am taking this semester, we had the opportunity to have one o f the 
top management individuals come to our class for open discussion. Our instructor had 
told us ahead o f time to prepare questions that we would feel comfortable in asking. The 
questions could deal with the overall organization or specifics about certain topics. The 
session with this individual was very effective in that he was very down-to-earth in his 
answers and honest with the ones he couldn't give cut and dry answers to. The only 
drawback was that being on Distance Learning, but that was better than not having him
2. The experience is that top management saw a problem with the burning of sugarcane 
and a plan was developed which was effectively communicated to agents in the field 
which was then effectively presented at the parish level.
3. WATER QUALITY ISSUES THAT AFFECTED MY PARISH AND THE STATE. 
WE VISITED CONCERNING THE AGCENTER POSITION ON THE ISSUE. WE 
WERE ABLE TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE ON A STATE LEVEL WITH EVERYONE 
INVOLVED BEING AWARE OF ALL THE ISSUES AND HAVING A 
UNDERSTANDING OF THE DIRECTION THAT THE AGCENTER NEEDED TO
4. While serving as president o f  a professional association, a decision was made with 
presidents o f other professional associations to meet with the Director to discuss issues o f 
concern to our associations members. At our request, a date was cleared with the 
Director, and all association presidents (after consulting with association members and 
each other) met with the Director. At his request, other members o f the Administrative 
Council (Associate/Assistant Directors) were invited to participate in the meeting. The 
Director met with us all afternoon. The Associate/Assistant Directors came and went 
throughout the afternoon as their schedules permitted, and they added to the discussion 
when they were present. Many issues were brought forward. Association presidents 
presented the views of our respective members. The Director expressed his opinion, with 
the Associate/Assistant Directors adding any pertinent information. Compromises were 
reached based on information from the Director as he could offer only certain help and 
concessions because of other restrictions being placed on him. He met with us until 5:00 
that afternoon and was willing to meet even later as long as we had questions and 
concerns to express to him. Everyone left the meeting satisfied that we had been given 
every opportunity to ask questions and express all concerns. While we were not 
completely satisfied with all the answers he gave us, we realized why he had to make the 
decisions that he made, and we appreciated his stand and his limitations based on the 
communications that took place between all of us.
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Ineffective Communication Experiences Reported by Agents According to
Interactions Categories 
Category 1: Subordinate
1. We have a problem in our office with organization o f publications. I have tried to be 
tactful in suggesting that new publications need to be stored and organized in a neat and 
accessible fashion. Recently, I suggested that some materials need to be put on shelves 
and I was told by this particular individual that she was too busy to do it at this time even 
though I had seen her wasting time. This is her way of waiting until I give up and do it 
myself. It does not help to suggest the work be done. I usually end up doing it even if  I 
ask the agent in charge to help me with the problem.
Category 2: Coworker
1. My coworker and I have differences o f opinion of how a parish 4-H program should 
be planned and developed. These differences has led to a lack o f communications. It has 
came to a point where she does not inform me o f 4-H meetings or etc. o f  which she has 
planned. She will inform me maybe the day before. Reaching the youth of our parish 
should be number one goal not fulfilling personal satisfactions.
2. During a recently held staff meeting, dates and facts and figures were discussed. One 
agent, as often is the case, was not paying attention to what the other two agents were 
saying. Several minutes later the agent asked questions that had been thoroughly 
discussed just minutes before.
3. I think That only one voice should be heard when it comes to budget items from our 
local PJ. Other agent thinks it is ok to ask for non-budget items. Either I am not 
communicating, or someone else does not hear.
4. One 4-H agent had a problem with a co-worker and went to District Agent with the 
problem rather than the Parish Chair. It seemed that this agent felt that the co-worker 
would do harm to her (which I do not feel like was the case). Finally had to meet with the 
District Agent and the two 4-H agents to try and resolve the problem. Finally determined 
that there was a personality conflict and had been on-going for many years (the agent that 
made the initial complaint felt that the co-worker talked down to her). The agent that 
made this first complaint, was one who had a problem o f not being on time with reports, 
would not communicate with co-worker as to what she was doing, what had been done, 
or what she was going to do, etc. Both agents did a good job in their respective areas, and 
were respected in the 4-H program by parents and club members, but there was a lack of 
communications between each other. As a result several meetings were held between the
5. 4-H agents, district agent and parish chair. Communications did improve somewhat, 
but not to the level that they should have been. Each seemed to want to do their own
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thing - After several weeks, things slowly began to improve. It is my belief that to have 
an effective parish program the entire staff needs to be able to communicate and to get 
along with each other, to express their feelings an be willing to share their thoughts 
openly with each other.
6. My coworker and I decided to offer assistance (in the form o f school enrichment)to 
schools to enhance student understanding o f leap requirements. Initially, we decided to 
offer assistance on a trial basis at one o f the schools. Coworker, however, changed plans 
in midstream, without informing me, and offered all the schools the assistance. 
Communications on the original plan became ineffective because coworker did not 
inform me o f her personal plans to offer the assistance to all the schools.
7. The day before conducting a CHARACTER COUNTS! program my co-worker and I 
hurriedly gathered needed supplies. I expected her to use some time after the program to 
review the next lesson being taught which she didn't do. Since we do not have another 
chance to be with the teen leaders, I fear that will not arrive prepared for the next lesson. 
Looking back over the situation, I should have shared my expectations rather than 
assuming she was going to do something.
8. In a staff meeting, this one topic of discussion apparently wasn't clarified well to all 
staff members and who was going to handle it, as just recently the same topic resurfaced 
and it still is undecided how it should be handled and by whom. The end result is that 
this topic o f discussion will be discussed with the appropriate group and by the person 
who should have done so in the first place so that it can be voted on by the members
9. Employee was not following policy set by the LSUAg Center. Employee enrolled in 6 
hours of class with no written permission. Classes took place during work time and 4-H 
club meetings. Employee was not willing to withdraw from classes. Parish Chair and 
district agent conferred with employee. Employee felt it was her right to take these 
classes and planned to take leave during this time. She felt she had a right to take leave 
even if the PC and DA told her she couldn't. PC was advised to deny leave by the DA. 
4-H agent eventually resigned.
10. Most items that are communicated are not completely listened to before a response is 
given or their opinion is considered better that mine and my opinion is discounted.
11. Coordinating a statewide effort to implement commodity based power point 
presentations. One o f the individuals o f the 15 or so contacted was not cooperative and 
required a conversation with the district
12. My co-worker and I were preparing for a livestock show event. I was feeling 
unappreciated by him for the hard work I had done in preparation o f  the show. I had 
enough o f the day and I had asked my supervisor about the time when I could leave.
When I realized I could leave for the day earlier than my co-worker had thought I'd leave,
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I finished up my responsibilities by passing the "torch" to my club leaders who were 
working the last day's shift. I had trained the leaders all day on what to do and how to 
clean up and close up. So I felt as though since I had spoken to my boss and finished my 
job that I did not need to "report" to my co-worker since he was not my boss. I was 
flustered at how the day had gone with working behind the scenes while he had gotten to 
"shoot the breeze" with clients. Needless to say, I was getting dirty looks by him and his 
friends on the second day o f the livestock show. After it was over, I spoke to my boss 
about it, he helped me to see how easy it was to be taken for granted but I still show have 
communicated my thoughts and feelings to my co-worker before leaving for the day. A 
little later, my boss, my co-worker and I sat down to discuss how we could prevent this 
from happening again.
13. When county agent retired we had ineffective communication between co-workers. 
Interference o f co-worker with police jury and school board prevented us from securing 
funds to hire a replacement.
14. THE FORM FOR THE SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY LIVESTOCK SHOW CAME 
TO MY OFFICE. I GAVE THIS INFORMATION TO THE 4-H AGENTS TO GIVE 
TO THE 4-H'S. I DID NOT SEE THIS INFORMATION IN ANY 
COMMUNICATIONS TO THE 4-H'S.
15. Difference of opinions & personality have made effective communication with this 
co-worker difficult in program planning & evaluation.
16. Recently, a co-worker asked my opinion about an issue relating to a program she had 
conducted. After she finished explaining the circumstances surrounding the issue, I 
began to give her my feedback. Not soon thereafter, she began interrupting me with the 
same overly specific details she had previously uttered. I could not "get a word in" no 
matter how hard I tried! In fact, I don't know why she asked for my opinion in the first 
place, since she obviously had no intention of listening to what I had to say. She seemed 
only to be interested in communicating her side of the story in an effort to convince me to 
side with her, rather than listening to the viewpoint o f an objective third party.
17. Communication experience - 4-H club meeting schedule; monthly 4-H club meetings 
are scheduled for the entire year & written reminders are sent to club leaders prior to start 
of month; several clubs notified both myself and my co-worker o f  conflicts with 
November club meeting dates, each o f us talking with different schools; we verbally told 
each other of changes in dates & this notification took place when our calendars were not 
readily available to record the changes; we relied on our memories to record meeting 
changes; as a result both my co-worker and myself went to four club meetings, 
separately, when each o f us had confirmed with different club leaders a change in date; 
this was an ineffective communication experience resulting in wasted time and frustration 
on both o f our parts; as a result, I will relay changes to my co-worker in meeting
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schedules and any other important info regarding our shared responsibilities in writing or 
via email.
18. I was asked to do a survey and kept forgetting to do it. Ineffective communication on 
my part.
19. There was a lack o f communication between all parties involved which left many in 
the dark and caused more problems. Communication was then enforced by the diversity 
person and it only made things worse in my opinion.
20. Normally we have good communications between agents and specialists in my field, 
we had one breakdown in planning one meeting recently. One field agent didn't 
understand why we were scheduling a meeting. But the problem was caught and solved 
in plenty o f time to get everyone back on the same track.
21. I was trying to get a county agent to agree to work with a new program. He felt he 
should get a larger salary increase than what was being offered and he is very much aware 
of the budget problems Extension is experiencing at the present time. He came up with 
all kinds o f excuses to not do the job and the bad part about it is that I think he really 
wanted to do the work, it was a money issue. I guess I got a little aggravated because for 
the number o f years he has worked, he really makes a good salary, more than many 
agents with much more experience. This was a phone conversation and it should have 
been a face to face scheduled meeting. We continue to be at a standstill about this 
position.
22. Co-worker took a package off another co-worker's desk. Secretary had put package 
on proper agents desk. Other co-worker said package was meant for her. Agent's 
discussed situation with secretary and decided to discuss situation with Parish Chairmen. 
Parish Chairman discussed situation with agent involved and agent denied action. No 
action was taken and agent who was supposed to get package did not get package. This 
was total ineffective communication and led to distrust o f agent as well as Parish 
Chairman. This represents the lack o f trust in the office. Parish chairman is reluctant to 
make decisions that will affect his working relationship with agents in office who he 
relies on mostly for help. From experience these situations cause problems in the office 
when agents hold personal grudges against other agents and when agent has a shortage o f 
morals and values. Agents have seen too many situations in office where conflicts were 
not resolved or when agent in wrong was not properly disciplined.
23. Asked to do a 45 min to 1 hour program, given instructions by 4-h extension agent 
(FCS) then after spending much time coordinating and setting up, told by 4-h extension 
agent (ag.) that we only had 30 minutes. Lots o f work, and unnecessary expense, when 
not enough time to finish. Seemed to be poor communication between the two
24. The co-worker scheduled programs without my input, but expected me to assist when
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the program dates arrived. Being the nice person I agreed to help to some extent. I do 
plan to sit down in the Near future and express my concerns for their expectations o f my 
job description.
Category 3: Immediate Manager
1. Parish chair makes decisions and notifies us via memo. These decisions directly 
impact my area o f responsibility. When questioned about mandates, parish chair became 
slightly argumentative.
2. I received a copy o f an email addressed to the parish box that had everyone else's 
name on it about a visit to the Representatives office. I knew nothing about it and did not 
attend , others were on leave that day so I could not discuss the situation. I do not know 
how or when this visit came up Lack of communication
3. Parish chairman I feel did not communicate with agents in making changes to 
arrangements agents had made for an annual fund raiser. He showed little regard for 
agents work, reputation with the business world, nor concern that decision should have 
been one for 4-h staff as a whole to make (not his independently). I
4. Supervisor frequently refers to needing to meet to enhance programming in my area. 
Meetings never occur.
5. POSITION CHANGES AND RESPONSIBILITIES CHANGES FOR CO-WORKER 
THAT AFFECTED ME AND DETAILS WERE NOT EVER EXPLAINED TO ME 
.MY JOB RESPONSIBILITIES WERE GREATLY AFFECTED
6. I have started a plant sale in our area for the benefit o f  local nurseries to gather and 
make others aware o f  their products ,to offer educational programs by local industries, 
and to raise scholarship funds for hort. students .The program was very successful in the 
first year w/no help ,input or involvement from the PC. Without an invitation the PC 
decides they would like to be a part of the early success. Letters were sent to groups of 
homemakers before any discussions about the need o f their participation. They will set up 
a"baked goods sale booth"The only purpose o f  their being involved now is because of 
large attendance expected and potential publicity for themselves and their group. They 
will offer no education or benefit to the program, only siphoning funds from a limited 
resource. The PC did not ask to join in on a successful program ,they just say "my group 
will be involved in order to raise funds".I prefer the courtesy of a discussion before 
demands are made, and well before others outside the staff become involved.
7. Communication was ineffectively utilized at the last staff conference. Parish 
Chairman uses his authority in an in appropriate manner. He attempts to start arguments 
which only creates animosity between co-workers. He digs for information that he can 
use in vain towards the employee speaking or other employees. He is ALWAYS RIGHT,
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and always has a better way of doing things. In other words he is PERFECT! All of this 
is projected through his communication skills. At times he uses words and language 
skills to make coworkers feel comfortable and at ease. He uses which ever method will 
give him the satisfying answer that he is looking for.
8. This past week there was a parish wide event where the parish chair/4-H agent was in 
charge of the program.. There was also a state wide meeting set for parish chairs.... It was 
my understanding that if  there was a problem then the parish chair could elect to be at a 
different sight. The day before the parish wide event the other agents that were also 
involved did not know that this agent would be gone. The parish chair/ 4-H agent left for 
the meeting without working out the details with the other agents involved. To make a 
long story short. Each agent had other things like other meetings that they were in charge 
o f and the
9. parish chair/4-H agent did not communicate or ask them to help.... So there were 
some very upset agents and they were left trying to carry out the details that were left 
undone. They did their best to make sure the parish wide event came o ff as it was 
intended, but they very mad about no help or communication from that agent. This isn't 
the first time this has happened... There was very little communication between agents on 
this parish meeting and if  there is a person in charge that isn't a detail person and ask 
people to help then there can be very many problems with the unit. I feel that no person 
should be in charge parish chair.... Maybe we don’t need parish chairs, maybe persons 
who are unit leaders or leaders of special projects.
10. My Parish Chairman and I have offices that are next to each other. Our office doors 
are only a few feet apart. My Parish Chairman will email messages to my office rather 
than walk over and speak to me personally. Rarely will my Parish Chairman speak 
directly to me about anything. Communication from my Parish Chairman is sent through 
email, even when we are both in the office at the same time. I do not understand hy this 
has become the main source of communication between my Parish Chairman and 
employees in the office. All other office employees, including myself, speak to each other 
often, throughout the day
11. Communication to me about upcoming promotion procedures, paperwork, etc. was 
not effectively handled. I was not given ample time to complete promotional paperwork 
with satisfaction due to time constraints, which may or may not affect my promotion 
status. My immediate supervisor should have been more supportive and encouraging. I 
feel like my supervisor did not care that I was promoted or not.
12. A shared educational activity(10 years in existence),was changed by the manager and 
his equivalent in a adjoining parish. None o f the other agents that had been involved 
were consulted or informed until very late in the process. Reason for doing so: We're 
your boss, that is the only reason you need-live with it.
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13. Immediate supervisor and co-worker did not communicate effectively about making 
home visits. This led to some families being visited twice and some not being visited.
14. After being made aware of the need for a meeting in our area between farmers, agents 
and the local research station staff(which I had initiated and planned) , immediate 
supervisor contacted fellow ag agents and advised they should not attend this particular 
meeting; after the meeting was held, I was told by immediate supervisor that I, in effect 
had accomplished nothing and that my efforts did not meet criteria for the conduct o f a 
proper advisory committee meeting; I was unable to communicate the need for such a 
meeting because my immediate supervisor was unwilling and unable to comprehend it's 
need, a very poor commentary for Ag Center management.
Category 4: Middle Manager
1. Recently we received email's from [ ] and our District Office regarding an 
Administrative Staff Conference discussing ideas for budgetary savings. The Director 
asked for input from the field. We received this email first. A day or two later we 
received the email from our District Office explaining the same information. The email 
from our District Office though asked that we send our ideas to them. I took the request 
from our District Office to send ideas to them as an attempt to screen our ideas before 
they went to the Director. Thinking my ideas would be screened made me angry and 
inhibited me in communicating any ideas I might have.
2. A specialist recently conducted four meetings throughout the state. This was the first 
set of meetings in a series of four. During the first meeting information was shared with 
the specialist presenting the program. The specialist used the information and examples 
for meetings 2,3, and 4, but did not make a hard copy for participant use. It made it very 
difficult to follow the data and statistics used in the examples. There was plenty o f time 
and opportunity between meetings 1 & 2 for fact sheets or charts to be developed. Also, 
dates for the second and third series o f meetings was changed twice after the original 
dates were set. Calendars have had to be rearranged and parish programs rescheduled to 
accommodate the dates set. There is no guarantee that the dates will not be changed 
again.
3. Because o f my trusting nature, and the fact that I generally believe what I am told, 
unless I have reason to doubt, I feel that I am used in a negative way. Some folks will tell 
you whatever they think you want to hear, regardless of the consequences. A County 
Agent in another parish is always late for appointments, or forgets them completely, 
leaving you with egg on your face, and making the organization look bad. I usually give 
the "benefit o f  the doubt" to this person, and cover his backside with his client, but I am 
getting weary o f  history repeating itself, over and over again. Unfortunately the situation 
is not any better, because after a cooling off period, I will work with this person again, 
only waiting for him, late as usual. Fortunately he is calling me less-and-less. This is 
good, cause it is not healthy to have your guts in a growl all the time. He is a good
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person, but does not feel the same obligation that I feel, that is to market our organization 
at every opportunity, and to make the whole organization look good, with no special 
emphasis on recognition to one's self.
4. E-mailed the middle manager (a division leader, didn't know if  this was considered 
middle manager or top management) several times in September about curriculum related 
questions. Many questions could not be answered. He said that he needed to contact a 
retired specialist for the information. To this day I haven't received an answer on several 
questions. This is just one example of the way communication has been handled on a 
regular basis especially with this particular person. Some of the questions were about 
publications listed on the enrollment card and the leader card. On the enrollment card, I 
just told him that I had looked at one o f the project books and realized it was for K-2 
graders instead o f  the 4th-6th graders we were giving them out to, so I thought maybe the 
wrong book had been ordered and we needed to be aware of this so we could order the 
correct book next year. He said that was interesting and would get with the retired 
specialist to see about it.
5. A project meeting that was scheduled to last for 2 days following an educational 
program conducted in north Louisiana. Meeting place, agenda, and location(s) of the 
project meeting was formalized and information to all participants was transmitted via 
email. Due to schedule conflicts, participants attending the project meeting were unable 
to attend 2 full days and thus arrived at different times. The original email neglected to 
note specific meeting places o f the two day event. As a result, one late arrival had to 
spend several hours trying to locate the meeting place for the afternoon o f the first day. 
The original email was never updated to specifically identify different meeting places. In 
defense of the project manager, the end o f  the year work load and deadlines imposed by 
top management is a major cause for overlooking minor details. Under normal 
circumstances, this oversight would have never happened.
6. A person in our office was giving the opportunity to be a parish chairman in an 
adjoining parish. Which I am 100% in disagreement in this policy but that is not the 
communication problem. After he was selected parish chairman, he was also given 25% 
additional responsibility in the adult program in his new parish. According to him, his 
responsibility is 25% Parish Chairman in my parish, 25% Parish chairman in adjoining 
parish, 25% adult work in adjoining parish and 25% only livestock youth work in my 
parish. The communication problem is with both the parish chairman and district agent. 
All the youth work in my parish has been absorbed by the 4-H extension associate along 
with some o f  the youth livestock program. She has never been informed o f the additional 
work load that she now has taken responsibility for since one agent has 50% o f his time 
allocated to extension operations and maintenance. When decisions are made that effect 
someone’s work load they should at least be told.
7. Unpleasant encounter with District Agent concerning "merit" increases.
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8. A Para-professionals job description and assignment changed without the parish 
chairman being made aware o f this. This was done between state office and another staff 
member who is not the parish chairman.
Category 5: Top Management
1. In mid October we were all notified that there would be a Retirement Incentive. 
Weeks went by with little information. Many o f us watched e-mail for the details-they 
never came. Extension faculty were not notified o f any o f the details of the Retirement 
Incentive plan. The Chancellor made a presentation to the LSU Board of Supervisors on 
Friday and presented all the details. I was shocked to read the complete details in the 
Saturday edition of the Morning Advocate. It was really a rude awakening to realize that 
agents could be treated with such disrespect. There was supposedly a e-mail server 
problem - hard to believe. The proposed plan could have been e-mailed as early as 
Wednesday. Those individual who qualify could have been mailed the information.
2. I would prefer not to answer this question. Thanks
3. I recently received an email from my district agent informing me that all agents must 
attend a meeting to hear the chancellor while he conducts a meeting at a north La station. 
Then we get a message from the chancellor telling us that he was conducting 6 meeting 
around the state, and we would attend one. Obviously, either a change happened that was 
not yet communicated or "the right hand isn't talking to the left". It would have been 
lovely had any changes to the meeting been made prior to the transmission o f any 
messages.
4. It was with one of the top administrators and the question was asked why have we 
added so many people to the top of the ladder and why is it so hard to replace field 
personnel. The question was not answered for what ever reason.
5. In trying to get help for the nutrition program I was made responsible for, without any 
choice, I spoke to a specialist in charge o f this program and have not received an answer 
yet, does not answer phone calls or email messages. This person is also very sarcastic on 
the phone and made me not call any more to ask any
6. Leadership Development Training. Top management should listen to PC's more and 
problems and concerns that they face day to day.
7. STATEMENTS MADE WERE NOT ACTED UPON AND NO EXPLANATION 
GIVEN AS TO WHY PLANS WERE CHANGED.
8. A job opening in my parish came in on September 1 and I was told that it would be 
filled. It was said that the job announcement would be out in several weeks. After
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several weeks the announcement did not come and the budget freeze hit freezing my 
position.
Effective Communication Experiences Reported by Specialists According to
Interactions Categories
Category 1: Subordinate
1..Review o f job descriptions and responsibilities with unit clerical staff. Meeting was 
professional, to the point and follow-up scheduled. Response was positive and 
accomplished request.
2. The specialist and subordinate discussed future plans for Character education. By 
listening and sharing we were able to communicate effectively and understand each other.
3..Developing program proposal. Individuals (Specialists and administrators from LSU 
and Southern Univ.)involved had met to decide parameters o f project so writing o f 
document(s) for project was straightforward. Agents were consulted to see i f  they were 
willing to participate in the project execution. The positive aspect o f the experience was 
the planning together o f the direction for the program.
4. Gave agent training. Because we used face to face (group) method, it was effective.
5. Distance Education, Workforce Development Training. Training planned to allow 
ease of access by Extension agents to training opportunity. Effective - Saved the 
organization money (travel, etc.) and involved representatives from other agencies and 
organizations.
6. I read from the handbook listing their job responsibilities and made several references 
to their job performances. They took note and started doing a better job with records etc.
I still have major concerns however.
Category 2: Coworker
1. Student worked overtime when he didn't understand he didn't have approval to do so. 
He was distressed with his paycheck when it arrived. We were able to increase his salary 
to compensate for this after
2. Program Assistant must be knowledgeable o f  units in the FFrNEWS Curriculum to 
both teach and have a workable knowledge o f  nutrition and meal planning concepts. 
Through subject-matter training and effective communication with agent and specialist, 
program assistant developed skills in meal planning; food safety food and culture.
Weekly meetings were also held to help program assistant learn to practice cost 
comparison; determine the best buys; plan meals weekly; utilize the best food buys
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meeting dietary requirements and ; assume the role as a teacher instead o f the participant.
3. I am not sure what you are asking for. If  a specific instance o f mass communication 
then that would be from various e-mail messages. Updates on current situation or 
recommendations are regularly commented on as helpful and germane to the latest topic 
or need o f our clients. Accessability to other specialist and agents via cellular telephones 
has been very helpful. Questions and thoughts are communicated regularly and more 
information is moved to clientele faster.
4. Suggested approval from supervisor to co-worker. Co-worker did not agree this was 
necessary. I persisted.Co-worker agreed, sought approval and discovered supervisor had 
strong opinions very different from Co-worker. My persistence improved the work flow.
5. Communication in our office is very effective and timely. As soon as information is 
received it is communicated to all relevant parties. There are many avenues used to 
communicate with one another. Most often it is face-to-face. Inter-office memos are 
used, occasionally e-mail, and the telephone.
6. I was explaining the duties and responsibilities to a new 4H agent I recently hired.
The New agent went on to Baton Rouge and attended the new agents orientation. She 
came back and thanked me for all o f my detailed information which helped her 
understand her orientation class. I always try to keep open communications and personal 
interests in my staff.
7. I communicate effectively with my co-workers almost always because we relate to 
one another personally and professionally
8. The communication concerned a parish event that was being planned during a staff 
conference. Communication was positive in that the event was discussed and agents 
agreed on what had to be done and each agreed to work on the project and assume 
responsibilities as to what they would do. Each agent detailed what they would be 
responsible for and how and when they would carry it out.
9. The Family Nutrition Program grant is the largest grant in our division. Several 
specialist are cost shared. I serve as Curriculum Coordinator which uses about 25% of 
my time. Even tho we have a group "kick-off1 meeting, e-mails and written 
communication that are used during the grant year, some specialist continue to say they 
did not get the information or just can not meet the deadlines to keep work flowing to 
graphic designer and print shop. This not adhering to deadlines cause undue stress and 
sometimes does not utilize all the funds set aside for curriculum. Therefore creating 
unpleasant dealings and conversations not needed. When dealing with more than two 
persons there is bound to be some communication problems, but the same person(s) year 
after year makes me question how I can be more effectively and efficient. Yet, for others 
on the grant their responsibilities flow smoothly.
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10. The experience occurred between co-workers with similar job responsibilities but 
from different geographical areas and customer bases. A new employee was being 
introduced to the group and all involved shared their work projects with enthusiasm and 
concern for all present, the result o f the meeting was follow-up informal conversations 
among the participants.
11. Communication with my co-workers was very important when we planned a 
statewide conference. Without a good team work, we couldn't have finished such a big 
assignment.
12. At one o f the Parish Open Forum meetings in 1998, an environmental education 
objective was identified which was particularly well-suited for extension. Working with 
the parish representative, we have developed a series of discrete informational products 
that will help residents cope with a major environmental issue o f local and state concern. 
The experience was effective because o f mutual respect and
13. Use of distance education, cotton web page, and e-mail to quickly and effectively 
transfer information to agents
14. I was working on a project with one o f my co-workers. Before the project started, we 
sat down and discussed how we would conduct the study. We disagreed on some o f the 
specifics, but through discussion we were able to work out our differences. Our study 
was conducted in an efficient and professional manner, and we both gained a great deal 
from working together on it.
15. Recently the Extension Agent was on annual leave in Oklahoma. Upon leaving she 
left a phone number where she could be reached. I needed to talk to her about a matter 
pertaining to hiring a new agent. I called her, we communicated about the situation at 
hand and all was resolved. The fact that she left a phone number where she could be 
reached made the experience effective. Without that, I would have had to wait a week or 
so to resolve the question.
16. Statewide educational program - extremely successful and popular with preschool 
teachers, Head Start teachers and child care staff. Planned internal and out o f state 
communication strategies included ongoing Email communication (1-2 email updates per 
month) regarding the Character Critter program. Agents were updated on program 
implementation status, program accomplishments, next program steps, program 
evaluation status, individual and statewide successes, impacts, etc. Also many telephone 
calls made and answered to individual field agents and many other out o f state Extension 
personnel regarding program information, status, impacts, ideas for effective program 
delivery, etc. as required by a popular educational outreach program. Out o f state 
Extension personnel were sometimes sent copies of internal program updates for their 
information. These strategies have been used for past year and a half and have recently 
been followed up with face to face group meetings (celebrations o f  success) with co-
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workers in the field at district meetings to celebrate our impacts, successes unique 
program delivery ideas and motivate everyone for next program steps (communication 
strategy high tech and high touch combination).
17. Worked with a coworker in preparation of a Section 18 label. We were able to 
transmit the vital information via e-mail thereby reducing time that might have been lost 
via conventional mail or traveling to the state office while maintaining quality that would 
have lost in FAX transmittals. We could also edit each person's section effectively. E- 
mail has become an extremely versatile and valuable tool
18. Rapid communication and action was needed between m yself and a county agent to 
address an environmental crisis. This experience was effective because the agent 
involved was aware of the circumstances involved and the clientele.
19. Specialist said that she had baked some goodies and put them on table for people to 
eat. The circumstances leading up to it were that the specialist had baked some goodies 
and brought them to Knapp Hall. The communication was effective because it was clear, 
direct, to the point and truthful. The results were that the goodies did not last long.
20. It is very important for everyone to be on the same page when conducting weed 
control demonstrations. A parish agent was not familiar with the techniques used for 
replicated weed control studies. Some agents catch on quicker than others. I have found 
that i f  you just simply draw a picture o f the study before you actually spray the 
herbicides, it becomes much clearer for agents. When you just describe the techniques of 
a randomized complete block design, the eyes on agents tend to gloss over. A picture 
almost oversimplifies the process. The particular agent that I am speaking o f is very 
confident in the field now and now longer feels intimidated when specialist ask for his 
assistance.
21. The communication experience involved effective communication. I have had very 
positive communication experiences with my coworkers, immediate supervisor and top 
management. In all instances I feel they have been willing to listen to my opinions and 
invi te input from me in every situation. Planning and development o f programs, 
materials and products have been done in a collaborative manner with input from all 
personnel involved.
22. Communication is a big part o f my job. If we can't communicate, we are better off at 
home. In making decisions in the field (the when, where, and how) on putting out 
pesticides in the LSRVP (Louisiana Soybean Research Verification Program). It is very 
important that the specialist, agent, and farmer have good means o f communication. This 
program is a big part o f my job and without good communication, this program would be 
a failure and I would not have a job. All the specialist, agents, and farmers are great 
cooperators. Our Program has improved year after year and we expect it to continue to be 
a success in the
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Category 3: Im m ediate M anager
1. In the course o f this conversation I discussed the necessity o f scheduling our Spring 
production meetings After consulting with our commodity advisory groups it was 
ascertained that a range of current topics were needed to be covered such as inputs for 
insect control in cotton . The times o f  these meetings were coordinated with local dealers 
and state specialists in order to maximize participation by growers .
2. My immediate manager lets me know through written notes as to what he expects 
from me concerning work related matters. This is very helpful and good communication 
is very important.
Category 4: Middle Manager
1. I communicated a problem within my laboratory to my immediate supervisor. He 
listened and offered corrective advice. Since I followed the advice o f my supervisor, I 
was able to correct the problem.
2. During my performance review, I was asked if there were any concerns or needs that I 
had. I expressed that I have had problems with computer printer access in my daily work 
and if I could get a color printer in my office. Within 5 days, I had a new color printer to 
use with my work.
3. Preparation o f  bulletin regarding agricultural burning and follow-up letter to 
individuals certified as bum managers. Bulletin and follow-up letter was prepared 
following intensive training sessions intended to manage smoke and ash from sugarcane 
prescribed burning operations to lessen their impact on public health and welfare. Client 
groups appeared very receptive to training. Apparently, the training, bulletin and follow- 
up communications have worked because there have been significantly fewer complaints 
from the general public regarding sugarcane burning.
Category 5: Top M anagement
1. A funding source decided to reduce funding for our program. This was 
communicated to administration and a workable solution was worked out. 
Communication with administration was achieved easily.
2. Discussion with top management o f  incorporating dramatic changes into high profile 
existing program. Everyone shared their view. We agreed to disagree. We arrived at a 
compromise that was agreed upon by advisory committee.
3. Top management has been keeping us informed by e-mail o f  the status o f  Extension 
budget and plans for future o f the budget. Very effective in terms o f  ease o f  receiving
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communication, expediency of delivery o f the communication, in keeping us informed, 
and keeping rumors and suppositions at bay.
4. I feel extremely comfortable in communicating with superiors. I feel that I am heard 
and that my opinions are valued do to my dedication to the organization and my technical 
expertise
5. I communicated the need for upper management to reinforce the importance for 
organizational involvement in a new program thrust. We first discussed the issue in 
person and agreed that the program thrust was a priority. I then followed up with drafts of 
several letters for various field staff. The letters were enhanced and sent promptly to the 
field. Telephone calls and in person visits were also used but upper administration to 
reinforce the message for both field staff and middle management. Extremely satisfied 
with the support I
6. Discussion regarding outcomes o f leadership development program for parish chairs 
and project leaders. Good open discussion about positive and negative segments of the 
training.
7. Our Chancellor has sent e-mails recently to address the current budget crisis. His 
regular updates have helped keep us informed o f  what's going on and what to expect over 
the next few months. It's nice to receive that type o f  information - short and to the point.
8. After the high level administrator had questioned a programmatic direction that I was 
pursuing, he granted me private chat time to discuss it and allowed me to present the 
relevance and potential impact of the direction I sought. He really listened, asked 
questions and kept an open mind. He did not make me feel defensive, but showed 
genuine interest. He patiently heard me out despite his busy schedule, and that 
communicated that he valued my thoughts and professional worth.
Ineffective Communication Experiences Reported by Specialists According to
Interaction Categories
Category 1: Subordinate
1. Support staff (secretarial) is one o f our biggest problems. We are not able to keep 
good secretaries. Last week I called long distance to have one thing done while I was 
out. I talked with my secretary. The task would have take approximately 10 minutes to 
complete. When I returned, it had not been done and she said she was sorry but she had 
forgotten.
2. Was called out o f a training meeting on 11-20-00 by the Administrative Secretary to 
see if  I wanted student workers to pick up travel materials for group leaving 11-23-00 
from the travel agency. When arriving back at my office there were several voice
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messages from the travel agency wanting me to call back that day. After speaking with 
the Administrative Secretary about the messages, I realized that the travel agency had 
called several days earlier and instead o f leaving a message on voice mail they had talked 
with the secretary about this. I did not receive a written message several days before 
therefore had not responded to the travel agency's request. This is not an isolated event.
3. I asked my secretary months ago (we have a pretty rapid turnover) to correct a few 
needed updates on a diskette for a bulletin which our agents have been waiting for years.
I suggested that she asked someone to help her proof it. Since then I have seen her 
visiting in someone else's office almost every time I have looked for her. Still no sign of 
the revised publication. I keep reminding her verbally, then recently sent another written 
work order with copies to our division leader, project leader, and office manager. I don't 
know when the task will be completed, but at any rate, my schedule now will prevent me 
from following completely through with this project. I have been working(but mainly 
waiting) for years for this. I don't know what the communication problem is--perhaps I 
am not demanding enough. I've always trusted that people would do their job, but I also 
should learn that this isn't always true.
4. Recently I gave my secretary an assignment that involved typing a  rough draft o f  a 
study I was preparing. I didn't make it clear to her that I just needed her to clean-up my 
typing and give me a better rough draft to work with. She typed it and then sent it o ff to 
printing. She was trying to be very efficient and get the project done early, but instead, 
we wasted time and money for printing since I had to redo the draft and then send it back 
to printing again. I failed to make myself clearly understood and she failed to check with 
me i f  she was not sure o f what I wanted. We both learned the value o f improved 
communications from this
Category 2: Coworker
1. Upon the announcement of deadlines for information due in our office the deadline 
comes and goes with very few complying to the deadline. This seems to be a consistent 
problem in the Ag Center.
2. An agent needed information and equipment. He called and was on campus. I 
provided the information in written form and left the equipment. He took the info and 
equipment to the parish. Then he called for additional information. It would have been 
better for him to arrange to see me before leaving campus. I could have shown him the 
info, and how to use the equipment. A telephone call was not the most effective method 
in this case.
3. Today I received an image of a plant for ID over the Internet from an agent. We have 
used the Distance Diagnostic System for over a year now that has the agent " fill in the 
blanks" to answer some basic question needed to identify a plant using this system. This 
system is simple and virtually fool proof. The agent who sent today's image has access to
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this system, but did not use it. I now have to contact him to get this missing information. 
He may or may not have the plant sample to extract these answers. He may not even 
receive the email I sent till after the holidays. The bottom line is the client who brought 
in the plant sample will not have an answer any time soon.
4. It was a E-mail to [ ]. I made reservations at Tickfaw State Park for 4-H Challenge 
Camp for March 29th and 30th. When I sent the E-mail, I put March 30th and 31st. The 
wrong dates made the commination ineffective.
5. I frequently send out meeting notices to co-workers via e-mail. Some co-workers are 
out o f the office frequently and do not check their e-mail when they are out. I assume 
they are not checking other mail, either. Consequently, it is difficult to schedule meetings 
if  they do not respond within a few days.
6. Recently an agent ask me to meet with him and a client. I showed up and waited on a 
meeting that never happened. Apparently the client couldn't make the meeting but the 
agent never bothered to call and tell me that the meeting was canceled. I was furious to 
say the least. This situation has made me weary o f working with this agent. It is sad when 
you have to continually call someone to keep confirming a meeting time. I don't know 
which is a waste more time. A simple phone call or email would have avoided the whole
7. An agent called to request an exhibit to use at a training session. I loaned her one. I 
had to e-mail twice and call her office twice before she had someone return it for me three 
and a half weeks later on the morning o f a program in which I used it. I realized that I 
need to have a form for agents to sign agreeing to return materials promptly and need to 
send reminder notices????
8. I was sent a fax containing copies of several letters and I was asked to review the 
persons that they were being mailed or sent to~a phone call from the same coworker 
indicated I was to rewrite the letters andretum them to the coworker so they could be sent 
out. It resulted in a major misunderstanding between the coworker and m yself and I 
ended up rewriting what was supposed to be her job....only to find out the she was 
responsible for the rewrite of the letters.
9. I was asked to teach a section in a class in the department. After accepting the task, 
the person changed the dates and times without asking me. I felt this was inappropriate 
since I was doing the department a favor and at no cost to them. A simple phone call 
would have been in order, but instead the person used the e-mail to make the change. I 
find that the e-mail is being used too often, when more personal contact would make for a 
better contact.
10. Discussed with agent about setup some farm visits at certain farms. If  the agent was 
able to setup these visits especially to certain farms. Agent was suppose to call or e-mail 
me and let me know if the all of the visits had been setup especially one to a certain farm
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because I was going to invite another specialist to come for that farm visit. I never heard 
back from the agent and by the time I thought about getting in touch with him  it was too 
late. Therefore, I assumed that he was not able to arrange all the farm visits. I did not 
invite the other specialist because I figured that he would be wasting his time. I arrive at 
the agent's office and he asks me why the other specialist is not with me. As it turns out 
he had arranged all o f  the farm visits but did not remember that he was suppose to 
confirm them with me. Thus communication by me and the agent was very ineffective in 
this situation.
11. I co-wrote a paper with an extension colleague that was a feature article in an 
international journal. Another co-worker was very upset that he was not included in the 
authorship o f the paper and proceeded to attempt to sabotage the effort with the publisher 
o f the journal and with an influential member o f private sector industry in Louisiana. His 
attempts were unsuccessful and the paper was published. In subsequent discussions with 
my superiors I have not felt that justice was served in this matter. I believe that this was 
grounds for punishment by AgCenter Administration directed toward this person. 
However, nothing ever happened. There is the belief in Extension and in the AgCenter in 
general that you have no power to affect a change, that Administration will not take a 
stand on controversial issues regarding personnel. This has helped reinforce that idea in 
my case.
12. A task had been assigned to a co-worker who failed to follow through and complete 
the assignment. There was no communication from this co-worker to anyone that he was 
not going to do the job, instead he told a secretary to take care o f it. The secretary, 
although very capable, could not have completed the task with out having a complete 
understanding of the industry. Further, when the due date arrived for the task to be 
completed my co-worker, at the last minute, decided to take the day without giving 
anyone advance notice I had planned for a week or more to take that very same day off to 
spend with my family; however, at the last minute I had to cancel my plans and come in 
to work and complete the assignment. All that was needed was communication by the 
co-worker to me that he could not/would not do the task. I would have found a way to 
get it done without waiting until the last minute and having to cancel my families' plans 
for that day. Further, a little communication could have spared the secretary days o f 
frustration and anxiety.
13. Several agents were contacting speakers for a program through 2nd and 3rd party 
contacts. Delay in receiving firm commitments of speakers and meeting arrangements 
were due to a combination o f speakers and agents being unavailable for feedback.
14. Meeting planned but coworker didn't alert presence of a conflict which kept him and 
others from participating in the meeting. Apparently coworker was not included in email 
memo regarding scheduling o f the meeting, therefore was not aware o f conflict.
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15. difference o f opinion through email message about upcoming training; needed to be 
face-to-face to discuss details
16. The agent had not been in the organization very long and began to communicate 
specific situations that occurred in earlier years. The agent made the experience 
ineffective because of poor listening skills, and the need to know everything without a 
common knowledge base.
17. One o f the major program initiatives identified by Extension is after school programs 
and Adventure clubs. Over 20 committee members attended the first planning meeting of 
this committee. After identifying the goals, developing a mission and vision statement, 
two additional meetings were held and a tour was conducted in Orleans parish of some 
successful After School Centers. Only about half o f the committee attended. The second 
day o f  the planning session only 3 field agents, 1 district agent, and 3 specialists were in 
attendance. The 3 field agents were from parishes that have agreed to be apart of a pilot 
program for a CYFAR grant. In my opinion, there is a great communication breakdown 
as to the importance of this programming effort. It is apparent there is little interest by 
field personnel to address this programming issue. Is there a need by Upper 
Administration to address the problem?
Category 3: Immediate Manager
1. Anytime there is a meeting with leadership of the parish in any given situation, the 
parish chairman thinks that it is his responsibility to do most to all o f  the communication 
with those involved. I think for effective communication on the part o f the unit, other 
agents should have enough input to impact upon the audience at that moment of 
opportunity rather than just one person doing most o f the talking. Maybe I am wrong in 
this particular instance, but if  effective communication is to take place, other opinions 
should be
2. On-site project lea204der went to upper management to secure funding for equipment 
other project members did not need, want, nor afford to contribute to at that time. This 
was done without consultation with other project members. In other words, project leader 
took it upon himself to decide the direction o f the project. We did not have the resources 
(personnel or monetary) to undertake this course o f action. This created a lot o f 
animosity within the group and very little communication between members occurred for 
some time, effectively disabling our unit until things had blown over.
3. There was an instance in which there was work to be done on an ongoing educational 
program by the department. During a meeting to discuss the program (at which I was not 
in attendance - I was not invited to the meeting) it was agreed that the curriculum was to 
be revised. Since I was not at the meeting, I had no idea that part o f  the curriculum 
revision would be my responsibility. Therefore, with about a month prior to the deadline 
for getting the revisions, my supervisor asked how the revisions were going. I didn't have
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any idea o f what he was talking about. He thought I was at the meeting. Because o f the 
lack o f communication, I had to revise the curriculum in about half the time it would have 
normally taken me. Everything worked out well, but with better communication, we 
would have gotten the job done with a lot less stress.
4. Specialist planned to travel to international meeting on grant funds and had planned to 
do so for over a year. When time came for signing travel forms the request was denied 
because travel funds were short and there were not enough funds to send other specialist 
to meetings in the state much less out o f the country. Requested permission to go to 
higher authority and was given permission. Once explained to administrator the travel 
was granted.
6. We were given two more door openers to operate the gates to parking lot [ ]. The 
only person that had one before was the PC. Female agents pay monthly charges to have 
a reserved parking space near the building. Secretaries and male agents park on the 
street. At staff meetings ( 3 ) we spent at least 90 minutes discussing how to handle the 
situation. It was decided that we would draw for slots for 6 months at a time. The 
secretaries would not be included. One of our secretaries resigned. [ ] panicked; he has 
to keep secretaries happy. Without consulting us, he decided that the secretaries would 
be included in drawing. Guess who got the spots? As usual, the civil service employees 
are treated with
Category 4: Middle Management
1. The [ ] dedication ceremony was scheduled for [ ]without prior approval by my 
supervisor or his supervisor. We were informed o f the ceremony date as being [ ] one 
week and one day prior to the ceremony. Within the following week, plans were again 
changed, without proper notification, that the ceremony would be held on [ ]and not 
the 13th. The day before the ceremony, I was handed a message from my supervisor and 
his supervisor to attend a [ ] meeting on [ ]. I was very much unprepared to attend the 
meeting. This sort o f incident occurs periodically with my supervisor. As was the case 
that lead to a rush to obtain travel authorization to the [ ]. We were late for registration, 
and missed out on the cheaper lodging.
2. Positions are filled within our unit with out announcements, which for one, creates 
embarrassing moments for the uninformed, when the "new person" arrives, and second, 
moral would be better if  we all had some input on who is hired. Difficult issues are often 
not addressed properly, causing more misunderstandings, resulting in the loss o f very 
qualified specialists.
3. Internal Leadership seminar start time was listed as one time in email and another 
time in hard copy correspondence Also, agendas are not sent out before the meetings.
4. Communication does not exist. I am told what and how to do things by management
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who have no knowledge o f  my programs.
Category 5: Top Management
1. Training program set up at request of agents. No one from experiment station 
included on program. Quality o f program was acknowledged but followed by negative 
reaction to omission o f experiment station faculty.
2 . ineffective; supervisor presented thoughts rather than developed dialog with group; 
dialog was appropriate.
3. The failure o f upper management to understand the difference between a symptom 
from the real problem when clients are having trouble in defining a serious need in a 
request of help from the Ag Center. The Clients were asking for research units when in 
fact the need was a demonstration units for evaluation and continuing educational 
teaching.
4. Decision was prior to the discussion and the discussion was not worth my time thus I 
believe in all situation (plus or negative)—all parties have the right to be heard.
5. We had a vacancy in the [ ]. As the project leader I would have thought that input 
from me and from my Division Leader would be important as to the replacement. Neither 
one o f us was allowed our input and an area agent was transferred to this position without 
our knowledge. I heard about it from a usually reliable source, the field. Now I must 
evaluate someone whom I didn't help with the hiring decision.
6. A [ ] meeting was planned in a nearby parish. I received a series of email cc's 
originating from [ ] that did not clearly indicate who was to plan the meeting, who the 
speakers were to be or who was to attend. As a result it appeared to me to be a meeting 
being held in an area to satisfy local political entities. This type o f meeting typically 
originates with field agents and did not in this case. To avoid the problem in the future 
when planning meetings from top administration, clear instructions and explanations 
should be given to those who play a role in putting the program together.
7. The situation involves the hiring of a unit member. The unit leader was not informed 
until after the decision was made by upper administration to hire the individual. Lack o f 
communication has caused hard feelings because the unit leader should have been 
involved in the process and had some say-so in the Asked [ ] for help with obtaining 
equipment for an important field study relating to sugarcane burning; time is o f the 
essence when dealing with the environment. He listened, and passed the problem on to a 
subordinate. I expected him to pick up the phone and, at least in my presence, and attempt 
to take care of the problem. No such luck; what little respect I had for senior 
management went to zero real
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8. Efforts were recently renewed to fill a vacancy in the field in my area of programming 
responsibility. I was continuously "out of the loop" on this process. I was asked on less 
than a week's notice to change trave plans and attend an interview. This was not required, 
eventually. I conducted a phone interview. I reported my opinions to the District Agent 
and "top management" via e-mail, and never heard anything back. Apparently this e-mail 
never reached at least one o f  the recipients due to computer problems. There was an 
impression in [ ] that _I_ had dropped the ball on this issue, when in fact I did everything 
possible as quickly as possible to try to get someone into the position. Several weeks 
later I was told we would interview another candidate, and I again participated. Then, 
weeks (literally) went by and no-one told me anything about the status of the position. I 
could not answer questions from my clientele on the issue. Finally, I had to make 
inquiries about the position for my own information. I appreciated the opportunity to be 
part o f  the process, but it would have been more appropriate to include me from a more 
communicative standpoint.
9. Administration acknowledges program need (personnel wise) and communicates 
verbally with individual involved and supervisors involved in situation and says "it is a 
go" - nothing is doe for 1.5 years. Any other communication on topic is initiated by 
individual and middle management and is not effective followed-up on by top 
management.
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